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PREFACE

Section 618(f)(1) of Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA-B)
(20 US.C. 1401, 1411 et seq.) requires the Secretary to transmit to Congress an
annual report that describes the progress being made in implementing the act.
The purposes of the act are, in summary:

1)  to assure that all children with handicaps have available to
them a free appropriate public education;

2) to assure that the rights of children with handicaps and
their parents are protected;

3) to assist States and iocalities to provide for the education of
all children with handicaps; and

4) to assess and assure the effectiveness of efforts to educate
children with handicaps.

This is the eleventh annual report that has been prepared to provide
Congress with a continuing description of our nation’s progress in providing a
free appropriate public education for, all children with handicaps. This report
contains two volumes. The first contains data submitted in response to the
requirements in Section 618, descriptions and findings from ongoing research and
evaluation studies, examples of projects funded under discretionary grant
programs, and the results of monitoring activities. The second volume is an
index of all current projects funded by the discretionary authorities of the EHA.

Yolume 1 is organized topically. Chapter I provides national statistics on
number of children who received special education and related services in 1987-88.
Data are discussed with respect to the age groups and handicapping conditions of
the children. .

Chapter II contains the data on the settings in which children received
services. A State-by-State analysis is presented with implications for imple-
mentation o: the least restrictive environment provision of EHA. The data on
where children receive special education are for school year 1986-87.

Early childhood activities are the focus of Chapter IIIL. This chapter
discusses the implementation ¢f Part H of the EHA which is designed to improve
early intervention services for handicapped infants, toddlers, and their families.
A second focus of the chapter is Section 619 which contains incentives for States
to serve more children with handicaps between the ages of three and five.
Finally, some discretionary grant activities related to children under five are
described.




Shifting to the other end of the age spectrum, Chapter IV provides a look at
OSEP activities in the area of transition from school to adult life. The chapter
looks at the circumstances under which secondary students with handicaps are
leaving school and their postsecondary employment and education C~periences.
Initial findings from a longitudinal study of outcomes mandated by Congress in
the 1983 amendments to the EHA are presented. This study is following a
nationally representative sample of 8,000 secondary age youth with handicaps.
Chapter IV also contains data submitted to OSEP by the States on exiting
students and their anticipated services needs.

Chapter V examines issues related to the collection of data on personnel
employed and needed in special education. In addition to the personnel data
submitted by the States, the chapter presents a discussion of current models for
projecting personnel need. The chapter also includes the findings of a study on
‘the validity of the State-reported personnel data.

Chapter VI discusses expenditures for special education. It contains summary
findings of a Congressionally mandated study of expenditures, which provides data
on total spending for special education students and on variations in expenditures

across programs and services, types of providers, handicapping conditions, and
different types of districts.

Results of the OSEP monitoring of the State administration of the EHA are
included in Chapter VII. Results of State plan review and compliance monitoring
are presented. The chapter also contains a discussion of the activities of the
Regional Resource Centers.

The last chapter, Chapter VIII, contains a description of the current status
of Congressionally mandated studiecs. It also includes an update on activities
undertaken through the State Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Eleventh Annual Report to Congress examines the progress being made
to implement the requirements mandated by the Education of the Handicapped Act
(EHA), and its subsequent amendments. The purposes of the act, as stated in
Section 601(c), are, in summary:

1)  to assure that all children with handicaps have available to
them a free appropriate public education;

2) to assure that the rights of children with handicaps and
their parents are protected;

3) to assist States and localities to provide for the education of
all children with handicaps; and

4) to assess and assure the effectiveness of efforts to educate
children with handicaps.

This report provides a detailed description of the activities undertaken to
implement the act and an assessment of the impact and effectiveness of its
requirements. The following highlights provide brief summaries of the information
presented in the body of the report.

STUDENTS RECEIVING A FREE APPROPRIATE PUBLIC
EDUCATION

Chapter I presents national statistics which are reported annually to the
Office of Special Education Programs by the States.

. During the 1987-88 school year, 4,494,280 children with
handicaps between the ages of 0 and 21 were served under
Chapter 1 Handicapped Programs of the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act--State Operated Programs
(ECIA [SOP]) and Part B of the EHA. This represented an
increase of 1.6 percent over the number served in 1986-87.

. Most (87 percent) of the children served under EHA-B and
Chapter 1 ECIA (SOP), were betwecen the ages of 6 and 17.
Nearly 337,000 three through five year old children received
services under one of these laws.
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s Students with handicaps aged 6 through 21 were most
frequently classified as learning disabled (47.0 percent),
speech impaired (23.2 percent), mentally retarded (14.6
percent), and emotionally disturbed (9.1 percent). The
number of learning disabled students increased 37,264 or 2
percent over the number served in 1986-87. The number of
mentally retarded students decreased 16,875 or 3 percent.

STATE VARIATION IN THE PLACEMENT OF CHILDREN
WITH HANDICAPS

Chapter II discusses the educational placements where Ehildren with
handicaps received special education and related services.

) Nationally, the number of children with handicaps placed in
separate facilities serving only the handicapped has been
relatively stable over the 10 years that the Department of
Education has collected data. During the 1986-87 school
year, nearly 210,000 students, or about 6 percent of all
students with handicaps were educated in programs outside
the regular school building in segregated schools.

' State-to-State variation in the use of segregated placements
is quite high, indicating far less consistency in service
patterns than the national data suggest, The contrast
between the five States that place the fewest students in
separate school facilitiecs and that of other States also
demonstrates this variation. The average State places nearly
six times as many students in separate school settings as do
those five States, and seven States place students in separate
settings at more than 10 times the rate of the five States
placing the fewest students in separate settings.

MEETING THE NEEDS OF INFANTS, TODDLERS, AND
PRESCHOOL CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPS

Chapter III focuses on the provision of services ‘o children below school
- age.

° All States eclected tc continue their participation in the
Handicapped Infants and Toddlers Program (Part H of the
EHA, which was established in 1986). The FY 88 awards to
State and territories ranged from $327,365 to $7,875,365. 1In
their applications for the EHA-H program in FY 1988, States
described the need to prioritize and undertake policy and
program planning efforts associated with the i4 mandatory
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program components. Areas of State activity included
eligibility criteria, individualized family service plan
development, data systems, and personnel.

0 The Preschool Grant Program was designed to make a free
appropriate public education available for all three through
five year old children with handicaps. For 1988, all States
continued their participation in the Preschool Grant Program
and were awarded a basic grant of $400 for each child
served. In addition, States received $2,788 for each new
child they estimated they would serve in the coming year.
Areas of State activity or concern with regard to the
Preschool Grant Program include age mandates for service
provision, least restrictive environment and personnel needs.

0 Funds are available to initiate, improve, or expand special
education and early intervention services for children below
school age through the EHA discretionary programs. The
Handicapped Children’s Early Education Program (HCEEP)
provides support for model development and replication.
Research Institutes funded under HCEEP are designed to
improve services by expanding the early childhood knowledge
base. Other research is funded through the field-initiated
competition. Projects for preservice and inservice personnel
development and technical assistance have also been
supported.

FOLLOWING UP SECONDARY AGE STUDENTS WITH

-HANDICAPS: THE TRANSITION TO FURTHER
EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT, AND INDEPENDENT
LIVING

Chapter IV presents data on the circumstances under which students with
handicaps exit from secondary school, and on services anticipated to mecet their
needs.

° The majority of special education students (59 percent)
graduate from high school with a diploma or certificate of
completion. Students in the visually handicapped, hard of
hearing or deaf categories are most likely to graduate with a
diploma. Students who are classified as deaf-blind, mentally
retarded, or hard of hearing or deaf are most likely to
graduate with a certificate of completion.
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° About 3 percent of the total exiting population of students
with handicaps "age out" of the system by reaching the
maximum age for which services are provided by individual
States. Mandates for upper age limits vary by State.

° Fewer than 15 percent of special education exiters who have
been out of secondary school one to two years participate in
postsecondary education or training.

. Twenty-three percent of youth with disabilities who have
been out of school less than one year work pari-time for pay
and 22 percent work full-time.

PERSONNEL SUPPLY, DEMAND, AND NEED

Chapter V presents data on the number of personrel trained under Part D of
the EHA; reviews State-reported data on the number of teachers and other
personnel employed and nceded to serve students with handicaps; and discusses
technical issues involved in measuring supply, demand, and need for special
education and related services personnel.

. In FY 1987, OSEP’s Division of Personnel Preparation
Programs provided training grants under Part D of EHA to
15,339 persons in part-time or full-time preservice training.
Among thess who receive State or professional certification,
the largest categories were cross-categorical education (23.6
percent), teachers of learning disabled students (14.2
percent), and speech-language pathologists (11.5 percent).

[4

. The equivalent of 296,196 full-time special education teachers
were employed in all the States and insular aresas during the
1986-87 school year. Teachers of learning disabled students
made up 37.1 percent, and teachers of mentally retarded
students made up 20 percent of the total. In addition,
223,096 staff other than teachers were employed in special
education programs.

) States and insular arcas reported needing 26,798 additional
teachers o fill vacancies or to replace uncertified staff -- a
figure equivalent to 9 percent of all special education
teachers employed in 1986-87. Among all teachers needed,
35.7 percent of the unfilled positions were for tcachers
needed for learning disabled students, 18.2 percent for
mentally retarded students, 17.4 percent for cmotionally
disturbed students, and 11.3 percent for speech and language
impaired students.
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In addition, States and insular areas reported needing 12,254
additional nonteaching staff, almost half of them
paraprofessionals. The most critical needs were for
occupational therapists (36.7 percent more needed than
employed in 1986-87), work-study coordinators (20.9 percent
more needed), and physical therapists (15.6 percent more
needed).

SPECIAL EDUCATION EXPENDITURES

Chapter VI describes the recently completed Congressionally mandated survey

of special education expenditures and related services.

This first national study

of special education expenditures to reflect the full implementation of the EHA-B
gathered data from 60 school districts in 18 States for the 1985-86 school year.

The average total cost of educating a pupil identified as
handicapped ‘was $6,335 in the 1985-86 school year. Of this
amount $3,649 came from special education with the
remainder ($2,686) derived from regular education.

Expressed as a cost ratio, the total cost of educating a
handicapped pupil is 2.3 times the cost of educating a regular
education pupil. Among different student placements, the
expenditure ratio for resource programs is 1.9 to 1 and the
ratio for sclf-contained programs is 2.5 to 1.

1985-86 expenditures, when adjusted for inflation, reflect a
10 percent increase in the average total per pupil cost of
special cducation services since 1977-78. The average per
pupil expenditure for regular education, similarly adjusted,
reflects an increase of only 4 percent.

The largest share of the special education portion of a
student’s educational expense (62 percent) purchased specific
instructional programs. Thirteen percent went toward the
costs of the assecssment services; 11 percent was attributable
to the cost of support services at the district and school
level; and 10 percent paid for related services. The
remaining 4 percent purchased special transportation services.

EFFORTS TO ASSURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
PROGRAMS EDUCATING HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

Chapter VII presents the results of Federal monitoring activities and
Resource

discusses
Centers.

technical assistance provided to States by the Regional




Program Review

¢

To receive EHA-B State Grant program funds for FY 89,
States had to comply with additional State Plan Requirements
resulting from ths cnactment of the Education of the
Handicapped Act Amendments of 1986. All States submitted
State Pian amendments to fulfill the legislative requirements
addressing interagency agreements, personnel standards,
nonsupplanting of funds, and use of the State’s 20 percent
portion of its set-aside.

The staggered State Plan Review schedule requir. . 7 States
and jurisdictions to submit complete plans for FY 89-91. A
number of these State Plans presented problem areas
requiring intensive scrutiny prior to approval. These areas
included public participation; individualized education
programs; least restrictive environment; the comprehensive
system of personnel development; interagency agreements in
providing services; and establishment of professional
standards.

Comprehensive compliance reviews of the 34 States visited in
the last three years indicated that States arc having the
most difficulty in meeting requircments in the following
areas:  State Educational Agency (SEA) monitoring, SEA
review and approval of local educational agency applications,
least restrictive environmient, individualized education
programs, duc process and procedural safeguards, general
supervision of special education programs, and complaint
management.

L 4

Regional Resource Centers

e

Technical assistance is provided by six Regional Resource
Centers (RRCs) to State educational agencics, and through
them to local school districts and others, to help meet the
requirements of EKA-B and to improve the quality of
services provided to infants, toddlers, children and youth
with handicaps.

Through nearly 800 technical assistance  agreements
cstablished with the 60 States and other jurisdictions in
1987, the RRCs provide assistance in three broad areas:
(1) needs related to administration of policiecs and
procedures as identified by OSEP’s monitoring of SEAs (e.g.,
Icast restrictive cnvironment, or SEA moenitoring practices);
(2) Federal initiatives (c.g., transition from school to work
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and adult life, and parent involvement in educational decision
making); and (3) State-identified neceds.

) RRCs collaborate to deliver services nationally when common
nceds are identified across States. Recent examples of such
collaborative efforts on issues of national importance include
deveclopment of resource materials for ecvaluating the
effectiveness of educational programs serving children and
youth with handicaps, and sponsorship of a national
conference designed to assist States in the development and
impnlementation of assistive device services for children with
communication and mobility handicaps.

EFFORTS TO EVALUATE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
EDUCATING CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPS

Chapter VI xamines Congressionally mandated and Federal/State evaluation
efforts supported uy ler the Act.

) The status of Congressionally mandated studies currently
underway is described. These studies include: Providing a
Free Appropriate Public Education to Special Populations of
Students with Handicaps, Study of Vocational Education
Services to Children with Handicaps, and Study of Programs
of Instruction in Day .nd Residential Facilities.

. A varicty of topics are being cxamined through the State
Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program. These include
studies of the cffectiveness of student outcome and program
quality indicators, the effectiveness of programs provided to
children in regular education settings, sccondary programming
and postsccondary outcomes, the cffectiveness of cross-
categorical service delivery models, and the use of a State
mastery test for statewide cvaluation of special cducation
programs. Comparisons and single-state findings of studiecs
investigating the impact of prereferral interventions are
described as well as highlights of the findings of additional
completed studies.
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CHAPTER I

STUDENTS RECEIVING A FREE APPROPRIATE
PUBLIC EDUCATION

Onc of the purposes of Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act
(EHA-B) is to "assurc that all handicapped children have available to them. . .a
frec appropriate public education which emphasizes special education and related
services designed to meect their unique needs . . ." (Sec. 601[c}). The Office of
Special Education Programs (OSEP) uses multiple sources of information to
determine the extent to which this purpose is being accomplished. One major
sourc¢ of information is the data on children and youth with handicaps that
States submit annually to OSEP.

This chapter presents the data from Statis on the number of students with
handicaps who received special education and related services during the 1987-88
school year. The chapter includes analyses of the total number o: children
served, their ages, and handicapping <onditions.

In addition to information on students served under EHA-B, the chapter
includes data on children with handicaps served through Chapter 1 of the
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act--State Operated Programs {(ECIA
[SOP]).! Chapter I of ECIA (SOP} provides support for handicapped children and
youth in programs operated or supported by State agencies, ECIA (SOP) provides
assistance for children and youth from birth through age 20,2 while EHA-B
provides asesiance from age 3 through 21.

The data on number of students served, or the child count data, are bzsed
on the number of handicapped students served under EHA-B on December 1, 19.,
and under ECIA (SOP) on October 1, 19878 Children can only be counted under

IThe Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Sccondary School Improvement
Amendments of 1988 rcauthorized and substantially amended the programs,
including this one, initially contained in the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965. Since this report discusses data collected prior to the 1988
amendments, however, we will continue to refer to this program as ECIA (SOP)
for the remainder of this report.

2The 1988 amendments to ECIA (SOP) changed the age range to birth
through age 21 beginning with the 1988-89 school year.

SThe 1988 amendments changed the count date for ECIA (SOP) to
December 1 beginning in 1988-89 school year.




one program. Both authorities use the same classification of handicapping
conditions. Data on the age groups (e.g., 6 through 17) of children served under
EHA-B have been available since 1976 and data on individual ages (e.g., 6 year
olds) have been available since 1985. This vear for the first time data are
available on the age groups of children served under ECIA (SOP) as well. (Data
by individual age year, however, are not reported under ECIA (SOP).

P.L. 99-457, the 1986 amendments to EHA-B, strengthened the- Federal
commitment to providing services to children below school age. The amendments
established the Preschool Grant Program which contained financial incentives for
State4s to provide special edaucation and related services to 3- through 5-year-
olds.

The child count data discussed in this report constitute the first opportunity
to examine the impact of P.L. 99-457 on the number of children five and under
receiving special education and related services. Data on young children with
handicaps are presented in this chapter and also in Chapter III, which focuses
entirely on OSEP activities in the arca of early intervention. Because P.L. 99-457
directed that data on 3- through 5-year-olds were no longer to be reported by
handicapping condition, preschoolers are not included ir any of the discussions of
number of students with different handicapping conditions.®

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED
Total Number of Children

During the 1987-88 school year, 4,494,280 chirdren with handicaps from birth
through age 21 were served under Chapter ! of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B. Most
(94 percent) of these children were served under EHA-B, with the remainder
served under ECIA (SOP). (Numbers served in each State are presented in
Appendix A, Table AAL.)

Table 1 presents the number of children served under each of the programs
during the past 12 school years. The number of children served in 1987-88
represented an increase of 72,679 or 1.6 percent over the figure for 1986-87 and
an increase of 21.2 percent over the figure reported in 1976-77. As will be
discussed later in the chapter, the overall increase in the number of children with
handicaps reported can be attributed to increases in both the preschool and

“The Preschool Grant Program is discussed in Chapter IIL

SNote, however, that data by handicapping condition in the past ten Annual
Reports did include preschool children. Thus, the data by handicapping condition
from past years cannot be compared to the data for school year 1987-88 except
for older age groups.
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. TABLE 1

Number and Percentage Change in Number of Children Aged

3 through 21 Years Counted Under Chapter 1 of .CIA (SOP)
and EHA-B from School Year 1976-77 to 787-88

Percentage Change
in Total Number
Served from

School Year Previous Year Total Served EHA-B ECIA (SOP)
1987-88 1.6 4,494,280 4,235,263 259,017
1986-87 1.2 4,421,601 4,166,692 254,909
1985-86 0.2 4,370,244 4,121,104 249,140
1984-85 0.5 4,362,963 4,113,312/ 249,245
1983-84 1.0 4,341,390 4,094,108 247,291
1982-83 15 4,298,327 4,052,595 245,732
1981-82 1.3 4,233,282 3,990,346 242,936
1980-81 3.5 4,177,689 3,933,981 243,708
1979-80 3.0 4,036,219 3,802,475 233,744
1978-79 3.8 3,919,073 3,693,593 225,480
1077-78 1.8 3,777,286 3,554,554 222,732
1976-77 -- 3,708,913 3,485,088 223,825

a/Beginning in 1984-85, the number of handicapped children reported reflects
revisions to State data received by the Office of Special Education Programs
following the July 1 grant award date, and includes revisions received by
October 1. Previous reports provided data as of the grant award date.




school age groups. There were 22,652 more preschool children served under EHA-
B in 1987-88 than in the previous year. Among children aged 6 through 21, the
largest increases occurred in the number of children with learning disabilities
(37,264) and speech impairments (17,221).

Figure 1 shows the total numbers of children counted under EHA-B and
ECIA (SOP) from 1976-77 to 1987-88. The number of handicapped children
increased steadily in the early years, but had begun to level off during the early
"1980s. The numbers began to climb again when a sizable increase was recorded
in 1986-87 which was followed by an even greater increase for 1987-88.

The longitudinal data on number of children served can be difficult to
interpret because the size of the population between the ages of 3 and 21 has
changed since the enactment of the EHA. Figure 1 also shows the number of
children counted under EHA-B and ECIA (SOP) as a percentage of the general
population between 3 and 21,° which ranges from 4.8 percent in 1976-77 to 6.6
percent in i987-88. For 1987-88, the nearly 4.5 million children served under
EHA-B and ECIA (SOP) represented 6.6 percent of the general population between
3 and 21 years of age. With the changes in the overall population of children in
the last 10 years taken into account, the data on the percentage «f population

served under the two programs show a more or less steady increase between 1977
and 1988.

Figure 2 shows the extent of State-to-State variation in the percentage of
children served under EHA-B and ECIA (SOP). While nationally 6.6 percent of
children and youth between the ages of 3 and 21 were served under one of the
two programs, the percentage in individual States ranged from a low of 3.89
percent (Hawaii) to a high of 9.9 percent (Massachusetts). (The percentage of
children served in each State is shown in Table AA21 in Appendix A.)

5The reader is cautioned that these percentages are based on population iot
enrollment. Some previous Annual Reports presented percentages based on
enrollment which cannot be compared to the percentage data in this Report.

All references to population data in this chapter are based on population
estimates from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. Percentages for EHA are calculated
by dividing the number of 3- through 21-year-old children counted under EHA by
the number of children in the population. Percentages for both laws combined
are calculated by dividing the number of children served by the number of 3-
through 21-year-olds in the population.




FIGURE 1

Number And Percentage Of Children Served Under EHA-8
And ECIA (SOP), School Years 1976-77 To 1987-88
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FIGURE 2

State-To-State Differences Irn Percentage Of
Children Served Under EHA-B And ECIA (SOP),
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Within the 6- througk 17-year-old age range (the minimum age range served
by all States), the percentage of the population served under the two programs
ranged from 6.0 (Hawaii) to 14.3 (Massachusetts). There were six States serving
fewer than 8 percent and six States over 11 percent. For the nation, the
percentage of the population between 6 and 17 served under EHA-B and ECIA
(SOP) was 9.3.

Data on the year-to-year change in number of children served under both
laws show that 36 States and, the District of Columbia reported serving more
children in 1987-88 than they had in the previous year. As shown in Table 2, 11
States and four Territories reported increases of more than 4 percent over the
1986-87 year. The States showing the largest percentage increases were Florida
(a 6.9 percént increase), Alaska, Mississippi (both 5.2 percent), and Colorado (5.1
percent). The largest numbers of new children were reported by States with
large populations: California (18,958 new children served), Florida (12,549), and
Texas (10,237). (The actual numbers and percentage changes for each State are
shown in Appendix A, Table AA17).

AGES OF STUDENTS SERVED
Students Served in Different Age Groups

EHA-B funding can be used to serve children from age 3 through 21! while
ECIA (SOP) funding through the 1987-88 school year served children birth through
age 20. Most of the children served under both programs, however, are between
the ages of 6 and 17 (see Table 3 and Figure 3). The largest group of children
who received special education and related services, over 2.1 miilion (or 47
percent), were between the ages of 6 and il; nearly as many (1.7 million or 40
percent) were between the ages of 12 and 17. Children aged five and under
accounted for 8.1 percent of the children who received services under the two
programs. Nearly 30,000 infants and toddlers were served under ECIA (SOP) and
337,000 preschoolers received services under EHA-B and ECIA (SOP).

The data on preschool children represent the first opportunity to examine
the impact of P.L. 99-457, the Educaiion of the Handicapped Act Amendments of
1986. P.L. 99-457 contains incentives to encourage States to increase the numbers
of 3- through S5-year-old children with handicaps they serve. By 1991-92, States
must provide a free appropriate public education to all students with handicaps in
this age group to receive any funding for preschoolers under EHA or ECIA (SOP).

On December 1, 1986, States reported that 265,814 children between the ages
of 3 and 5 were receiving services under EHA-B. A year later in December 1987,

o
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TABLE 2

States Showing Incr
Served Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP} and EHA-B

or Decr

in Number of Children

Percentage Change from 1986-87 to 1987-38

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Less Than 4.0 -2.1to *4.0 -2.0to0 .1 to 2.0 2.1 to 4.0 More Than 4.0
Delaware Arkansas Connecticut Arizona Idaho Alabama
Louisiana Okl ahoma Georgia District of Columbia Kentucky Alaska
Puerto Rico West Virginia Marylend Hawaii Nevada california
Michigan Illinois New Hampshire  Colorado
Missouri Indiana Pennsylvania Florida
Montana lowa South Carolina Maine
New York Kansas South Dakota Mississippi
ohio Massachusetts Texas New Mexico
Wyoming Minnesota Wisconsin Utah
Nebraska Vermont
New Jersey Washington
North Carolina American Samoa
Yorth Dakota Northern Marianas
Oregon Virgin Islands
Rhode Island Bureau of Indian Affairs
Tennessee
Virginia
Guam
~ (.\I \
(X% )




TABLE 3

Number of Students Served Under EHA-B and Chapter 1
of ECIA (SOP) by Age Group During 1987-§8

EHA-B Chapter | Total
Percent- Percent- Percent-

Age Group Number age Number age Number age

0-2 a/ NA 29,728 11% 29,728 1%

3-5 288,459 7% 48,525 19 336,984 7

6-11 2,050,329 48 70,286 27 2,120,615 47
12-17 1,698,640 40 83,056 32 1,781,696 40
18+ 197,835 5 27,422 11 225,257 5

Note: Percentages are within column.

2/Birth through 2 year olds are not cligible for EHA-B fuading.




FIGURE 3

Percentage of Students Served Under EHA-B and ECIA (SOP)
by Age Groups, School Year 1987-88
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States reported serving 288,459 preschoolers. The difference of 22,645 was an
increase of 8.5 percent in one year.”

Preschool children are also served under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP). Year-to-
year changes cannot be computed for ECIA (SOP) b ausz 1987-88 was the first
year that child counts were collected +y age for thy program. States reported
that 48,525 children between the ages of 3 and 5 wer. :rved under this program
in October 1987.

For the 50 States and the District of Columbia, 3.1 percent of the general
population between the ages of 3 and 5 received special education services under
the two programs in 1987-88. There was, however, wide diversity across the
States in the percentage of preschoolers served, ranging from a low of 1.19
percent (Hawaii) of all children 3 through 5 to a high of 5.79 (Maine). Figure 4
shows the percentages of preschoolers served under both programs in each of the
States.

Students Served of Different Ages

Data on the precise ages of the children served are available only for EHA-
B. As Figure 5 shows, more 8-year-olds were served than any other age year;
375,266 8-year-olds received special education services. The number of children
who received special education and related services under EHA-B increases at
each age year from age 3 through age 8. The number drops off gradually with
each successive age year after age 8 until age 16. After age 16, the number of
students receiving special education decreases sharply. Speciai eduation swudents
dropping out of school may explain some of the decline at ages 16 and 17. By
age 19, when most students have graduated, there were only 43,484 students
receiving special education, even though many States will continue to provide
services 10 students through age 21. (Chapter IV discusses data on the
circumstances by which students exit from secondary school.)

Since the number of children in the general population varies from one aze
year to the next, the percentage of the population served at each age group
presents a slightly smoother curve (Figure 5). The percentage of children served
increases from 1 percent for 3-year-olds to nearly 5 percent for 5-year-olds and
peaks at roughly 11 percent for 8- and 9-year-olds. The percentage that received

"There are several ways to compute the number of additional 3- to 5-year-
olds who received special education services in 1987-88, each yielding a somewhat
different figure. The precise size of the increase in number of preschool children
served varies depending on several factors, including the use of the December or
March counts and inclusion or exclusion of revisions submitted by States.
Alternative computations of the increase are presented in Chapter III. The
number reported in this chapter is comparable to figures rcported in past years
and the best base to use for charting growth in future years.

11
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FIGURE 4

State-To-State Differences In Percentage Of
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FIGURE 5

Number And Percentage Of Children Served Under
EHA-B By Age Year, School Year 1987-88
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services diops to under 6 percent for 16-year-olds and to a ljttle over 1 percent

for 19-year-olds. (Additional age year data are presented in Appendix A,
Tables AA15 and AAI6)

HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS OF STUDENTS SERVED

Te number of children reported under EHA-B and ECIA (SGP) for different
handicdpping conditions is shown in Table 4 and Figure 6. As in past vears, the
largest number of handicapped children were classified as learning disabled,
followed by speech impaired. The four most frequent handicapping conditions
(lcarning disabled, speech impaired, mentally retarded, and cmotionally disturbed)
accounted for the great majority (94 percent) of the children served under the
two programs. Of the total number of children between the ages of 6 and 21
classified under the two programs, 47.0 percent were served as learning disabled,

23.2 percent as speech impaired, 14.6 percent as mentally retarded, and 9.1
percent as emotionally disturbed.

An cxamination of the ycar-to-ycar change in snumbers of 6- through 21-
year-old students with cach handicapping condition served under EHA-B shows
that the largest numerical Changes occurred in the categories of learning disabled
(+37,264), specch impaired (+17,221), and mentally retarded (-16,875).  {Sce
Tuble 5)  The catecgories with the greatest percentage change were all less
frequent or low incidence handicapping conditions. The category of other Jiealth
impaired increased by 5.8 percent over 1986-87, followed by deaf-blind, which
inereased 5.4 percent, and orthopedically impaired, which increased 4.7 percent.

The secctions that follow present national and State data for selected
disability categorics. Each section includes the percentage of 6- through 17-year-
olds served under ECIA (SOP) and the EHA-B (see Appendix A, Table AA223),
The 6 through 17 range was selected because all States provide special edvcation
services for students in this age range and, therefore, the percentages are for a
comparable cligible population. The sections also discuss changes in the number
of 6- through 2l-year-olds served under EHA (see Appendix A, Table AA20). As
explained carlier in the chapter, the data for preschoolers ar¢ not included

because they are no longer available by handicapping condition. The data for
ECIA (SOP) are not included in discussions of change because they were not
available by age group prior to 1987-88.

The data for individual handicapping conditions show considerable State-to-
State variation. There are several possible explanations for these differences,
including differing classification practices, differént populations of students, and
inaccurate reporting. A thorough investigation of the contribution of these or

other factors contributing to the State-to-State variation in the 1987-88 data has
not been undertaken.
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TABLE 4

Students Served Under Chapter 1 of ECIA (SOP) and EHA-B
by Handicapping Condition?/

EHA-B ECIA (SOP) Total

Handicapping Percent- Percent- Percent-
Condition Number  age/ Number agc‘—’/ Number age?/
Learning

disabled 1,917,935 48.6 23,796 13.2 ,941,731 47.0
Speech or

language

impaired 946,904 24.0 9,236 5.1 956,140 23.2
Mentally

retarded 539,717 13.7 61,571 34.1 601,288 14.6
Emotionally

disturbed 336,992 8.5 37,738 20.9 374,730 9.1
Multihandi-

capped 63,046 1.6 16,086 8.9 79,132 1.9
Hard of hearing

and deaf 40,324 1.0 16,613 9.2 56,937 1.4
Qrtzopedically

impaired 41,084 1.0 6,325 35 47,409 1.1
Other health

impaired 43,093 I.1 2,772 1.5 45,865 1.1
Visually

handicapped 16,932 0.4 5,932 33 22,864 0.6
Deaf-blind 7717 0.0 695 0.4 1,472 0.0
All conditions 3,946,804 100.0 180,764  100.0 4,127,568 100.0

2/The figures represent children from 6 to 20 served under Chapter 1 of
ECIA (SOP) and children from 6 to 21 years old served under EHA-B.

l—’/Pcrccntagcs are within column.
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FIGURE 6

Percentage Of Students (6-21) Served under EHA-B and ECIA (SOP)
by Handicapping Condition, School Year 1987-88
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TABLE 5

Changes Between 1986-87 and 1987-88 in Number and
Percentage of Children Ages 6 Through 21 Served
Under EHA-B by Handicapping Condition

Changes (1986-87 to

1587-88)
Handicapping Condition Number Percentage
Learning disabled 37,264 2.0
Speech impaired 17,221 19
Mentally retarded -16,875 -3.0
Emotionally disturbed 2,407 7
Hard of hearing and deaf 441 1.1
Multihandicapped 1,696 2.8
Orthopedically impaired 1,851 4.7
Other health impaired 2,365 5.8
Visually handicapped -484 -2.8
Deaf-blind 40 54
All conditions 45,926 1.2

17

YRS

Lo




Learning Disabled

Nationally, 4.4 percent of the population from 6 through 17 years received
special education under EHA-B and ECIA (SOP) as learning disabled. The range
across States was from 2.11 percent (Georgia) to 7.7 percent (Rhode Island). Four
States were below 3 percent and four States were above 6 percent.

The four States with the largest increases in number of learning disabled
students between the ages of 6 and 21 served under EHA-B were California
(+8,434 or 3.9 percent more children than served in 1986-87), Texas (+5,882 or 3.8
percent), Florida (+5,617 or 8.0 percent), and Illinois (+3,149 or 3.5 percent). The
greatest percentage increases over 1986-87 were reported by Puerto Rico (+16.3
percent or 1,313 children) and Utah (10.2 percent o 1,600 children). Several
States reported sizable decreases in the number of students with learning
disabilities, including Louisiana (-6,269 or a 20.1 percent decrease) and Maryland
(-4,792 or a 9.8 percent decrease). Louisiana served 8.0 percent (or 5,142) fewer
children in special education across all categories than in. the previous year.
Maryland, however, had an overall decrease in the total number of students
served under EHA-B of only 553 children due largely to the fact that the State
served nearly 3,000 more children as speech impaired.

Speech Impaired

With 2.28 percent of the national population between the ages of 6 and i7
served under the EHA-B and ECIA (SOP) as speech impaired, this group
represents the second most frequent handicapping condition for this age group.
Across States, the percentage of children served ranged from .83 (New York) to
4.08 (New Jersey).

The States reporting the greatest increase in number of speech impaired
children under EHA-B between the ages of 6 and 21 were Florida (+3,547 or 7.1
percent), California (+3,010 or 3.6 percent), Tennessee (+2,975 or 13.3 percent),
and Maryland (+2,950 or 14.3 perceat). The greatest percentage increase from
the previous year was repe ted by the District of Columbia (14.4 percant or 129
more speech impaired children), Maryland, and Tennessee, New York reported the
greatest decrcase with 2,888 (ur -12.1 percent) fewer speech impaired children in
1987-88 than the previous year. The greatest percentage decreases were reported
by Puerto Rico (-28.9 percent or 547 children) and New York.

Mentally Retarded
Slightly more than 1 percent of the national population between the ages of
6 and 17 was served under the EHA-B and ECIA (SOP) and classified as mentally

rctarded. The percentages for individual States ranged from lows of .33 in Alaska
and 41 in New Jersey to highs of 299 in Massachusetts and 3.32 in Alabama.
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Proportionately, over 10 times more children were reported as mentally retarded
in Alabama as in Alaska.

Examining the year-to-year change for individual States shows that 40 of the
50 States, D.C., and Puerto Rico reported fewer mentally retarded children served
under the EHA-B between the ages of 6 and 21 in 1987-88 than in the previous
year. The greatest numerical decreases were reported by Puerto Rico (-2,089 or
1.9 percent), New York (-1,709 or 7.7 percent), Pennsylvania (-1,311 or 4.1
percent), {llinois (1,125 or 5.6 percent), aud Alabama (-1,077 or 3.5 percent). As
a proportion of the children served in 1986-87, the greatest decreases were
reported by Vermont (-18.5 percent or 139 children), New Jersey (-11.1 percent or
670 children), and Puerto Rico.

Of the States reporting increases in the number of children with mental
retardation, most additional children with mental retardation between the ages of
6 and 21 were reported by Florida and Massachusetts (372 or 1.9 percent
increase for Florida and 285 or 1.1 percent for Massachusetts). The greatest
percentage increases were 9.8 perceat in Nevada (88 children) and 7.6 percent in
Hawaii (77 children).

Deaf-Blind

Forty more children between the ages of 6 and Zi were repor*1d as deaf-
blind in 1987-88 than in the »revious year. This represented an increasc of 5.4
percent for 1987-88, bringing the total number of deaf-blind children to 777.
The number of deaf-blind children reported by States ranged frem 0 (reported by
several States) te a high of 136 in California.

Daia on deaf-blind students are also reported by State Title VI-C
Coordinators. In the past, there have been discrepancies between these numbers
and those reported by the SEA unde: EHA-B and ECIA (SOP). In the 1983
amendments to EHA, Congress directed the Department of Education to reconcile
these differences and to report the findings trienrially. A study of the major
reasons for the differences in the twu sets of numbers has shown that: (1) for
EHA B and ECIA (SOP) reporting purposes, SEAs did not use the category of
deaf-blind or used it sparingly; instead they tended to ciassify these students
under cother handicapping conditions (such as multihardicapped), or under their
primary handicapping condition (such as hearing impaired); (2) some percentage of
individuals are ne. reported by SEAs for EHA-B and ECIA (SOP) because they are
over or under the State’s mandated age for the provision of service. Other data
on deaf-blind students collected as part of the reconcilation study are reported in
Appendix B.
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Other Handicapping Conditions

Of the remaining six handicapping conditions, the greatest year-to-year
change was in the category of other health impaired which increased 2,365
children or 5.8 percent over 1986-87. A large part of the increase was due to
the State of Texas which reported 1,163 or 18 percent more other health impaired
students than had been reported in the previous year.

SUMMARY

During the 1987-88 school year, the number of children who received special
education and related services continued to grow as it has done every year since
1976. The 4,494,280 children who received services under the EHA-B and ECIA
(SOP) represented an increase of 1.6 percent over the number served in 1986-87.
Nationwide, 6.6 percent of the general population between the ages of 3 and 21
received special education and related services althovgh the percentage served
varied across the individual States from a low of 3.9 percent to a high of 9.9
percent. Most of the children served, about 3.9 million, were between the ages of
6 and 17. The number of 3- through 5-year-olds who received special education
increased in 1987-88 to a total of almost 237,000.

As in past years, the most frequent handicapping classification among
children aged 6 and older was learning disabilitics. Forty-seven percent of the
handicapped students between the ages of 6 and 21 were classified as learning
disabled. The 37,264 more students classified as learning disabled under EHA in
1987-88 represented an increase of 2 percent over the previous year.
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CHAPTER II

STATE VARIATION IN THE PLACEMENT OF
CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPS

The least restrictive environment provision of the Education of the
Handicapped Act, as amended, created a presumption in favor of educating
children with handicaps in regular education environments. Placement in the least
restrictive environment (LRE) has been discussed and contested ir advocacy
efforts, professional literature, the courts, countless due process hearings, and in
the regulation development process for the 12 years since the law’s signing. The
statute and its implementing regulations require that, first, educational services
appropriate for each child be defined annually in an Individualized Education
Program (IEP), and, second, an educational placcment be selected from a
continuum of alternatives so that the individually appropriate education can be
delivered in the setting that is least removed from the regular education
environment, while simultancously offering the greatest interaction with children
who are not handicapped. To assist in implementing the least restrictive
environment requirement, Federal monitoring, discretionary grants, and technical
assistance efforts have been designed to build the capacity of regular educational
environments to serve children with disabilities. (See Chapter VII for a
discussion of the results of OSEP monitoring provisions of EHA.)

Students with handicaps may receive special education services in one of six
settings: regular class, resource room, separate class, separatec school facility,
residential facility, homebound/hospital, and correctionai facility. A regular
classroom placement indicates that the student receives special education and
related services for 20 percent of the school day or less; resource room
placement indicates between 21 percent and 60 percent of the school day; special
classroom placemeni, 61 percent or more of the school day. These defini.dons
differ somewhat from thosc used in Chapter VI, concerning special education
expenditures.

Although a body of significant professional literature has developed
concerning least restrictive environment issues, current data indicate little
change over time in the use of various scttings nationally. Figure 7, which
presents data from 1976-77 to 1986-87, reveals little change in the use of
segregated facilities for studeats with handicaps over the decade. The increase in
rezular class placements most likely reflects the increase in tac numbers of
students with identified learning disabilitics, who often can be served within
regular school environments.

It is possiblc to account for the relative lack of change observed in Figure 7
as a reflection of relatively static patterns in the educationa! neceds of students
with different types and levels of disabilitics. To the extent this interpretation
may be true, little potential for change in placement practices would exist. The
considerable varicty in placement patterns from Statec to State, however, suggests
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FIGURE 7

Percentage Of Children Aged 6-17 In Regular Schools
And Segregated Facilities From 1976-77 To 1986-87
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NOTE: Regular schools include regular rooms, resource rooms and separate classes.
Segregated facilities include public and private separate schools and residential
facilities and homebound/hospital environments.

Percentage of children served is based on estimated resident population counts for each year;
resident populations are estimated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

The figure depicts handicapped children in regular schools and segregated placements as a
perceniage of the population of 6-17 year olds.
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another possibility: that factors other than types and extent of disabilities are
operating in placement decisions. This latter hypothesis indicates tha. some
capacity for change exists. This chapter investigates this possibility by examining
State-to-State variability in use of various placements during the 1986-87 school
year, the most recent for which data are available. Clear information on the
nature of this variability could aid State and Fedecral policy makers in setting
priorities and could provide a buaseline against which future change cculd be
measured.

This chapter addresses two questions: 1) to what extent are students with
handicaps piaced in environments that remove them from the regular education
environment? and 2) how do States vary in the use of placement categories?

PLACEMENT RATE

This chapter discusses State placement patterns in terms of the placement
rate and cumilative placement rate for a State. The placement rate was
computed by taking the number of special education students aged 6 through 17
years in a State served in a particular educational placément and dividing it by
the State’s total population in this age group. The cumulative placement rate
statistic shows the percentage of school-aged students in a Sta:e served in a
particuiar educational placement and all more segregated placements.

The flexibility of States to determine eligibility for special education affects
the overall number of children with handicaps who are served. Consequently,
comparisons across States must be made in terms of the total school age
population, not just the numbers receiving special education services. If we
computed the placement rate as a function of the total special educatien child
count rather than the State population, a State with a small overall special
education child count that is serving few children with mild kandicaps might
incorrectly appear to be serving a large number of children in more segregated
environments. Appendix A, Table BH3 shows the population figures used to
compute the placement rate.

The cumulative placement rate is the sum of the rates for combinations of
placements beginning with residential placements, then adding separate day
schools, scparate classes and continuing with placements providing greater and
greater opportunity for interaction with nonhandicapped students.

The cumulative placement .ate appears to produce the most directly
comparable data at the more restrictive end of the continuum of placement
alternatives. The recason is that States differ in the rate at which they identify
children with mild academic handicaps and assign them to special education. This
variability makes State figures on the use of regular class placements in large
part a function of cach States’ overall identification rate, which hinders accurate
State-to-State comparisons of placement practices. In contrast, data collected on
special education placements should be assumed to be most comparable for the
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more segregated environments of special day schools and residential schools, By
cxamining the proportion of students served in more segregated scttings, one can
also draw inferences about use of less segregated environments.

This chapter limits analysis to the 6 through 17 age group, since States
differ in the extent to which they. include stud-~ats under age 6 and over age 17
in mandatory education programs. States also differ in how they define and
categorize various handicapping conditions; therefore, this chapter rcports on the
total group receiving special education services, not on placement practices for
different handicapping conditions. The discussion also excludes the data on home
and hospital placements because too little is known about how this placement
category is used by the States and because relatively few children are served in
these placements,

RESULTS
National Findings

Table 6 summarizes the data for each of the six educational placements for
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Nationally, nearly 43
percent of students with handicaps, aged 6 through 17 years, are served in
resource rooms with another 27 percent served in regular classes. Thus, nearly
70 percent of special education students spend a substantial amount of time in
regular education classes. In addition, slightly less than 25 percent of students
with handicaps are educated in regular school buildings, but are served primarily
in scgregated classes. Combining this figure with the figures for regular class
and resource room makes about 94 percent of children with handicaps educated in
regular school buildings, Therefore, about 6 percent, nearly 216,000 students, are
cducated in programs outside the regular school building. These placements
include publi~ and private scparatc  day schools and residential facilities.
Nationally, schools place 6- through 17-year-olds in separate day school facilities
at a rate of approximately 3,600 per million and in residential facilities at a rate
of approximately 720 per million, Nationally, the combined rate of placement of
special education students in segregated facilities is approximately 4,300 per
million of same-aged population.

State Comparisons

States place students in segregated day and residential facilities at different
rates, as Figurc 8 shows. The length of cach bar reflects the cumulitive rate of
placement in scgregated programs, with the shaded portion showing ratc of
Placement in separate day sc..ools and the unshaded portion showing rate of
placement in residential programs. Day schools serve the largest proportion of
segregated students.
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TABLE 6

Number, Percentage, and Placement Rates of Students

with Handicaps, 6 - 17 Years Old, Served in
Different Educational Environments
School Year 1986-87

Percentage of

All Special Placement

Education Rate per
Placement Number Placements Million®/
Regular class 1,041,967 27.2 25,081
Resource room 1,643,914 42.8 39,570
Separate class 935,991 24.4 22,530
Separate school facility 149,003 3.9 3,587
Residential facility 30,043 0.8 723
Homebound/hospital 27,765 0.7 668
Correctional facility 8,920 0.2 215
Total 3,837,603 100.0 92,374

2/Based on resident population of 6- through l7-year-olds.

Appendix A, Table AF3.

Data provided

Note: Includes 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.
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There is considerable State-to-State variation. For example, in Delaware
thc rate is about 13,000 children per million of same-age popuiation, over 20
times the rate in Alaska (about 600 children per million). The contrast between
the five States that place the fewest students in separate school facilities and
that of other States also indicates this variability. The average State places
nearly six times as many students in scgregated school scttings as do those five
States, and seven States place students in segregated settings at more than 10
times the low rate.

Figure 8 also 'shows substantial variation among States in the placement rate
for residential programs. For example, Ohio and Connecticut are among the
States with the highest placement rates outside regular schools, yet they differ
substantially in their residential placement rates.

Figure 9 displays the cumulative placement rate in threce environmenis:
separate classes within regular schools, scparate day schools, and residential
facilitiecs. Some variation exists, although less than that shown in Figure 8.
Those States with the highest rates are about five times more likely to have
children placed in separate classes or facilities than those with the lowest rates.
Except for the District of Columbia, States place substantially more students with
handicaps in separate classes than in segregated placements (combined day and
residential programs). The numbers of students in separate classes are large
enough to have the potential of altering rankings between Figure 8 and Figure 9.
Even so, seven of the 10 States with the highest cumulative placement rate for
separate classes plus scgregated facilitics were also among the 10 States with the
highest placement rate for segregated facilities alone.

DISCUSSION

Data reported by States for the 1986-87 school year show that approximately
6 percent of 6- through 17-year-old special education students (4,300 students
per million samec-aged resident population) receive their cducation in segregated
day or residential schools. An additional 25 percent of 6- through 17-ycar-old
special education students attend separate classes. Nearly 27,000 students per
million of same-age population receive services in separate classes, segregated day
schools, or residential schools. Nationally, the use of scparaté ecducational
environments has rsmained relatively stable over the 10 years in which the
Department of Education has collected data. However, State-to-State variation in
use of the various cducational placements is quite high, indicating far less
consistency in service patterns than the national data suggest.

Three factors should be considered in interpreting the variability in the
placement rate. First, unlike traditional mecasures of implementation of the LRE
statutory and recgulatory provisions, the cumulative placement rate statistic
highlights the outcome of placement decision-making. Statutory and regulatory
requiremen.s, on the other hand, focus on the way that decisions about individual
cducational goals arec to be made, and on the selection of appropriate placements
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FIGURE 9

Placement Rate For Students With Handicaps 6-17 Years OQid
In Separate Classes, Separate Schools, And Residential Facitities
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to achieve those goals. In and of itself, no particular pattern of placements is
consistent with or contradictory to these recquirements. Howevez, the statute is
clear in requiring that, to the¢ maximum extent appropriate for cach student,
services be provided in the regular educational environment. The data on State
variability seems to indicate that some States have been more successful than
others in providing services in regular settings.

Sccond, the cmphasis of the statute and regulations on case-by-case IEP
planning and placement decisions by a tcam of professionals most anowledgeable
about each student and the child’s pazents indicates @ very high value placed on
providing appropriate services to each individual child. The value placed on
individually approprizate services is of cqual or greater importance in the statute
than the presumption in favor of the regular cducation environment.
Conscquently, State data on placement practices alone cannot be interpreted as
indicative of the quality of special ecducation in a State. Although a high
placement rate for scgregated facilities does suggest that a State may be having
trouble in achieving placements consisteat with the LRE provisions of he law, a
low placement ratc in scgregated settings is not nccessarily a testimor_ to the
effectiveness of services. To demonstrate such cffectiveness, States would aiso
have to show that students receive the necessary Services and achieve
successfully.

Third, attributing meaning to the degree of variabiiity across States may be
more 2 matter of values than empirical analysis. It is reasonable to assume that
the nceds of students are broadly similar across States, and that randem variation
would bec rather small in the summary data on the large number of students
served by a State. Thus, the exteni of variability suggests that factors in
addition to the characteristics of students determine cducational placements, and
that the decision-making power vested in the IEP process has not been sufficient
to overcome these factors.

To what ecxtoent might the variability across States be the result of
reporting error? Although States have been reporting placement data since the
1976-77 school year, the current categories have been in use for only three years.
The current instructions to the States on data reporting rcpresent an improvement
over carlier versions, in that they define the various placements operationally.
The current definitions, linked as they are to the percentage of time students
actually spend in a placement, should ultimately provide greater State-to-State
consistency in the use of the placement categories. In addition, sampling error
provides no problem, since data must be provided for every school district within
a State. The fact that cach Statc administers its own data collection creates the
potential for some inconsistency among States in the interpretation of terms and
instructions, however. Although OSEP has worked cxtensively with States during
the past two years to improve the comparavility of data from Stute to State,
comparability continues to be of concern. In addition, some States have more
extensive procedures than others to verify the data reported by LEAs.
Differences among States in dzta collection procedures and terminology could
affect a State’s placement rate for sexregated facilities. However, it is not likely
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that procedural or terminology differences could account for the variance
reported here.  Nevertheless, interpretation of placemeat rate data for any
par ‘cular State should proceed with some caution.

The present analysis raises a number of questions for research. Further
analysic of both State and local data is needed to identify the specific factors
that account for variability in cumulative placement rates. For example, it would
be helpful to know the extent to which placements outside regular school
environments are made by non-education agencies for purposes other than
education (for example, by the courts and social service agencies). Further
questions remain, particularly in the analysis of district-level data, as to whether
factors such as urbanicity, district history of services, district size, district
wealth, and so on. are associated wich cumulative placement rates.

The analysis reported here combines data for all handicapping conditions
and was limited to the 6- through 17-year age range. Future analyses might
cxemine variability in placement data within specific handicapping conditions.
Placement data might alsc be analyzed for each of the four age groupings for
which data are reported (3 through 5, 6 through 11, 12 through 17, and 18
through 21). It is possible that there may be substantial differences in placement
patterns between children of elementary school age and youth at the secondary
school level. Also, 1t the next several years, there will be great interest in the
placement data for children in the 3 through 5 age group as States move toward
the service mandate established by the EHA Amendments of 1986.

OSEP and States need to strengthen their efforts to improve the accuracy
and State-to-State comparability of data. OSEP plans to compile descriptions of
the methods States use to collect, verify, and analyze placement data.
Furthermore, OSEP will work with several individual States to begin to examine
within-State variability and to identify the factors associated with this variance.
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CHAPTER II1

MEETING THE NEEDS OF INFANTS, TODDLERS AND
PRESCHOOL CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPS

With the passage of the amendments to the EHA in 1986 (P.L. 99-457),
Congress strengthened the Federal commitment to meeting the needs of young
children with handicaps. The 1986 amendments addressed the needs of children
younger than six years of age in two ways: by creating a new program, Part H,
for birth through two year olds and amending Section 619 of Part B for three
through five year olds. Part H, the Handicapped Infants and Toddlers Program,
is designed to assist States in planning, developing, and implementing a
statewide, comprehensive, coordinated, multidisciplinary, interagency system of
early intervention services for handicapped infants, toddlers and their families.
By the beginning of the fifth year of the phase-in period, States are required to
have in effect all 14 components of the statewide system including the provision
of services to all eligible infants and toddlers.

Section 619 of Part B, the Proschool Grants Program, was amended to ensure
the availability of a free appropriate public education (FAPE) for all children aged
three through five with handicaps. Three through five year olds had previously
been covered by the rights and protections 0. Part B only if the State had
elected to serve them. The 1986 amendments to the EHA require that ali State
plans must be amended by 19918 to include policies and procedures that assure
the availability of FAPE to all three through five year olds or incur a number of
fiscal sanctions, including the loss of funding for these children.

This chapter describes Federal and State activities related to the provision
of services to children with handicaps from birth through age five. The first
section of the chapter discusses the first and second year of the Handicapped
Infants and Toddlers Program. The second section describes activities related to
the Preschool Grants Program, including the challenges faced by the States and
the administration of the "tonus" provision of Section 619. The chapter closes
with a discussion of some of the early childhood activities being carried out under
OSEP’s discretionary grant programs.?

8According to the legislation, the new requiremtents will be in effect in
FY 91 if the aggregate amount federally appropriated for fiscal years 1987, 1988,
and 1989 is less than $5656 million. Because the appropriation was less, the new
requirements go into effect in FY 9! instead of FY S0.

SFor more detailed information about the provisions of the Handicapped

Infants and Toddlers Program and thec Preschool Grants Program, the reader is
referred to the Tenth Annual Report to Congress, Chapter III
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HANDICAPPED INFANTS AND TODDLERS PROGRAM

The Handicapped Infants and Toddlers Program (Part H) was designed to
provide financial assistance to States:

(1) to develop and implement a statewide, comprchensive,
coordinated, multidisciplinary, interagency program of early
intervention services for handicapped infants and toddiers
and their families,

(2) to facilitate the coordination of payment for early
intervention services from Federal, State, local, and private
sources (including public and private insurance coverage), and

(3) to enhance State capacity to provide quality early
intervention services and cxpand and irmprove existing early
intervention services being provided to handicapped infants,
toddlers, and their families. Sec. 571(b).

State participation in this program is voluntary. Fo» FY 88, all States, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and all eligible
insular areas elected to continuc their participation in the Part-H program. An
appropriation of $67 million was allocated on the basis of cach State’s population
of children aged birth through two years of age.!® The FY 88 awards, which
range from approximately $327,644 to $7,875,365, are shown in Table AGI,
Appendix A.

The requircments of Part H are to be phased in over five years (FY §7
tkrough FY 91). In order to receive funds under the program for the first and
second years (FY 87 and FY 88), States and other eligible entities were required
to provide assurances that funds awarded under Part H would be used to assist
them to plan, develop, and implement a statewide system of service delivery. To
participats in the program, States also had to designate a lead agency responsible
for the administration of Part K funds and establish an Interagency Coordinating
Council. For the third year of the participation, FY 89, States must, in addition,
demonstrate that they have adopted a policy which incorporates all of the
components of a statewide system or obtain & waiver from the Sccretary of
Education (sec Table 7). For the fourth year, States must have the statewide
system in place with certain limited cxceptions. In order to be eligible for a
grant for the fifth or any succeeding year, States must demonstrate that
comprehensive carly intervention services are available to all infants and toddlers
with handicaps and provide a description of services provided.

YNo State can receive less thar 0.5 percent of funds ailocated to States;
ic, 0.5 percent equals $327,644 which was the smallest award.
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(a)

(b)

TABLE 7

Sec. 676. Requirements for Statewide System

A statewide system of coordinated, comprehensive, mu1t1d1501p11nary,
interagency programs providing appropriate early intervention services /
to all handicapped infants and toddlers and their families shall include
the minimum components under subsection (b).

The statewide system required by subsection (a) shall include, at a
minimum:

(1) a defiiition of the term ‘developmentally delayed’ that will
be used by the State in carrying out programs under this
part,

(2) timetables for ensuring that appropriate early intervention
services will be available to all handxcapped infants and
toddlers in the State beforc the beginfling of the fifth sear
of a State’s participation under this part,

(3) a timely, comprehensive, mult:dxscxplmary evaluation of the
firnctioning of cach handicapped infa : and toddler in the
State and the needs of the families to appropriately assist in
the development of the handicapped infant or toddler,

(4) for each handicapped infant and toddler in the State, an
individualized family service plan in accordance vuth
section 677, including case management services in
accordance with such service plan,

(5) a comprchensive child find system, consistent with part B,
including a system for making referrals to service prov1ders
that includes timelines and provides for the participation by
primary referral sources,

\6) a public awareness program focusing on carly identification
of harndicapped infants and toddlers,

(7) a central dircctory which includes early intervention services,
resources, and experts available in the State and research
and demonstration projects being conducted in the State,

(8) a comprchensive system of personnel development,

(9) a single line of responsibility in a lead agency designated or
established by the Governor for carrying out:
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Table 7 (continued)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(A)

(B)

(©)

(D)

(E)

the generai administration, supervision, and monitoring of
programs and activities receiving assistance under section 673
to ensure compliance with this nart,

the identification and coordination of all available resources
within the State from Federal, State, local and private
sources,

the assignment of financial responsibility to the appropriate
agency,

the development of procedures to ensure that services are
provided to handicapped infants and toddlers and their
fumilies in a timely manner pending the resolution of any
disputes among public agencies or service providers,

the resolution of intra-and interagency disputes, and

the entry into formal interagency agreements that define the
financial responsibility of each agency for paying for early
intervention services (consistent with State law) and
procedures for resolving disputes and that include all
additional components necessary  to  ensure meaningful
cooperztion and coordination,

a policy pertaining to the contracting or making of other
arrangements with service providers to provide early
intervention services in the State, consistent with the
provisions of this part, including the contents of the
application used and the conditions of the contract or other
arrangements,

a procedure for securing timely reimbursement of funds used
under this part in accordance with section 681(a),

procedural safeguards with respect to programs under this
rart as required by scction 680, and

policies and procedures relating to the establishment and
maintenance of standards to ensure that personnel necessary
to carry out this part are appropriately and adequately
prepared and trained, including

(A}

the establishment and maintenance of standards which are
consistent with any State approved  or recognized
certification, licensing, registration, or other comparable
requireinents which pply to the area in which such personnel
are providing early intervention services, and
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Table 7 (continued)

(B) to the extent such standards are not based on the highest
requirements in the State applicable to a specific profession
or discipline, the steps the State is taking to require the

retraining or hiring of personnel that meet appropriate
professional requirements in the State, and

(14) a system for compiling data on the numbers of hanaicapped
infants and toddlers and their families in the State in need
of appropriate early intervention services (which may be
based on a sampling of data), the numbers of such infants
and toddlers and their families served, the types of services
provided (which may be based on a sampling of data), and
other information required by the Secretary.




As mentioned above, to receive Fart H funds, a State had to appoint a lead
agency responsible for the administration of the program. The lead agencies as
of December 1988 are shown in Table 8. Maryland and Puerto Rico changed their
lead agencies in 1988. Maryland named the Department of Education as jead
agency replacing the Office of Children and Youth. Puerto Rico’s lead agency
changed from the Department of Education to the Department of Health. ..t the
end of 1988, 19 States had designated Education as a lead agency, 19 had
designated Health, and 16 had designated some other agency such as Human
Resources or Mental Health.

The lead agency in each State is to be assisted by the 15-member State
Interagency Coordinating Council (ICC). By statute, the ICC is t. be composed of
parents, service providers, representatives of agencies involved in provisions of
services, a representative from the State legislature, and a person involved in
personnel preparation. During the summer of 1988, the chairs of the State ICCs
formed an organization, the Council of Chairs of Interagency Coordinating
Councils (CCICC), to sharc and exchange information related to the
implementation of Part H.

] As a Federal counterpart to the State ICC, the Federal Interagency
Coordinating Council (FICC, was formed in October 1987. Agencies currently
represented on the FICC include: the Office of Special Education and
Rehatbilitative Services (the Office of Special Education Programs, the National
Institute for Disability and Rehabilitation Rescarch), the Bureau of L’ iternal and
Child Health, the Cfficc of Human Devclopment (the Admin.stration on
Developmental Disabilities, the Administration for Children Youth and Familics),
the National Institutc of Mental Health, and the Health Care Financing
Administration. The purpose of the FICC is to ensure coordinatiion of Federal
programs and services to facilitate the delivery of earlv intervention services to
children birth through age twe.

Section 101(b) of the Educition of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1986
required that the Departme s of Education and Health and Human Services
jointly conduct a study of Federal funding sources for early intervention.
Congress further directed that the Secretaries act to ensurc that funding available
through Federal programs not be reduced or withdrawn. The study identified 16
Federal programs that were providing funding to support early intervention
services. Only one of these Federal programs, the Handicapped Infants and
Toddlers Program, Part H of EHA, targete  funds specifically for early
intervention. It found that the structure of the other 15 programs requires that
carly intervention compete for resources with other services and populations, and
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TABLE 8

Part H Lead Agencies

Statr: Lead Agency

Alabamu Department of Education

Alaska Department of Health and Social Services

Arizona Department of Economic Security

Arkansas Department of Human Services

California Department of Developmental Services

Colorado Department of Education

Connecticut Department of Education

Delaware Department of Public Instruction

District of Columbia Department of Human Services

Florida Department of Education

Georgia Department of Human Resources

Hawaii Department of Health

Idaho Department of Health and Welfare

Illinois Board of Education

Indiana Department of I4:ntal Health

Iowa Departmeut of Education

Kansas Department of Health and Environment

Kentucly Cabinet for Human Resources

Lcuisiana I spartment of Education

Maine Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee for
Preschool Handicapped Children

Maryland Department of Education

Massachusetts Department of Public Health

Michigrn Department of Education

Minnesoia Department of Education

Mississippi Beard of Health

Missouri Department of Education

Montana Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services

Nebraska Department of Education

Nevada Department of Human Resources

New Hampshire Department of Education

New Jersey Department of Education

New Mexico Health and Environment Department

New York Department of Health

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Ok'ahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia

Washington

West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
American Samoa

Burcau of Indian Affairs

Guam

Mariana Islands
Palau

Pucrto Rico
Virgin Islands

Department of Human Services

Department of Health

Department ¢f Health

Department of Education

Department of Human Resources

Department of Public Welfare

Interagency Coordinating Ceuncil

Department of Health and Environmental Control
Department of Education and Cultural Affairs
Department of Education

Interagency Council on Early Childhood
Intervention

Department of Health

Department of Education

Departmert of Mental Health, Mental Retardation
and Substance Abuse Service

Department of Social and Health Servic:s
Department of Health

Department of Health and Sociz! Services
Department of Heait:: and Social Services
Department of Health

Office of Indian Education Programs
Department of Education

Department of Educatioa

Department of Social Services

Department of Health

Department of Health
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that gaps exist in early intervention services currently available. This study has
been transmitted to Congress.1*

The nrecise number of handicapped infants and toddlers receiving services
and the number in need of services is unknown at this time because States have
not yet established their data systems (one of the 14 required components).
Furthermore, as discussed in the sc~tions on "definitions" below, the number
served will depend on what definitions States adop® for their cligible population.
During 1988, OSEP requested that States voluntarily submit data on the number of
handicapped infants and toddlers being served and the number awaiting service.
Of the 36 States that submitted data, many indicated problems with their data
such as duplicated counts across agencics or incompleteness. Using the data from
the few States with statewide data as the basis for a nationsl projection, the
number of infantr and toddlers currently receiving carly intervention services
could be as low as 50,000 or as high as 400,000 (i.c., from .5 percent to 4 percent
of the total number of children aged birth through two years). States could
report very little information about the number of infants and toddlers awaiting
services. For the children being served on December 1, 1988, OSEP has requested
that States voluntarily submit data on infants and toddlers served and on those
awaiting services as well as data on the services these children receive, the
personnel employed and needed to serve these chiluren, and the early intervention
services which are in need of improvement. OSEP will be working with Siates to
develop their capacity to collect and report data related to Part H.

Federal Regulations

A Notice of Proposed Rule Making (NPRM) for Part 4 of the EHA was
published on November 18, 1987 and provided a 60 day public comment period. At
public request, the period was extended for 30 days. Over 2,500 comments were
reccived on the NPRM, representing all 50 States and included letters from
individual parents, public agencies, various associations at the State and nati jnal
levels, and members of the Congress. Comments to the NPRM covered 70 of the
79 scctions in the NPRM. The Department is preparing the final regrlctions.

Part K Implementatic:: Issues

For many States, Part H activities are a continuation of the planning aad
devclopment activities initiated under previous EHA programs such as the State
Plan Grant and Preschooi Incentive Grants Programs. Because of this and
differences in lead agency designations and existing mandates, States vary with

UFor more detailed information about this study, the reader is referred to
the Report te Congress cntitled Meeting the Needs of Infants and Toddlers With
Handicaps: Federul Resources, Services, and Coordination Efforts in the
Departments of Education and Health and Human Services, 1989.
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regard to the implementation of the 14 required components of a comprehensive
system of early interveation services.

In their applications to the EHA-H program in 1988, nearly all States
emphasized their intentions to continue their initial {(1987) efforts to organize the
State Interagency Coordinating Council, and to establish procedures to
operationalize Council activities. In addition, to meet the requirement for
establishing policies by year three of their participation in the EHA-H program,
States described the need to prioritize and undertake policy and program planning
efforts that would establish a foundation for future development and
implementation activities associated with the 14 components.

Although in most States efforts are focusing heavily during the second year
on a continuation of first-year planning, development, and implementation, almost
all applications indicated an intention to use a portion of their Part funds to
provide direct services to at least some handicapped infants and toddlers. These
services will include the development of model demonstration projects and the
expansion of existing programs of early intervention.

The implementation of this new program for infants and toddlers with
handicaps poses many challenges in a number of different areas. The following
sections provide a brief description of Federal and State activities in four of
these areas during 1988.

Definitions and Eligibility Criteria

Eligivility for services under EHA-B requires a determination that a child
qualifies under one or more of the 11 designated handicapping coaditions and, as
a result, requires special education and related servires. Unlike EHA-B, States
participating in Part H must develop a definition of developmental delay as one of
the 14 required components of the statewide system of early intervention services.
States are required by statute to serve chjldren experiencing developmental delays
and children with diagnosed mental or physical conditions that have a high
probability of resulting in developmental delay. In addition, at their discretion,
States may also serve children who are at risk of developing developmental delays
if early intervention services are not provided.

With regard to ecligibility, each State must 1) develop a definition of
"developmental delay" and 2) decide to what extent it will serve infants and
toddlers who are "at risk" In a survey of States conducted by the Carolina
Policy Studies Program in the summer of 1988, 28 States indicated that they had
developed a definition of developmental delay. However, some of the definitions
are in various stages of review by State agencies and ICCs, while others are
completed. Seventeen States responded that they had elected to include some
types of at risk children in their definition.
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Individualized Family Service Plan

For all children served under the EHA-H program, States must provide a
multidisciplinary assessment of the infants or toddler’s unique needs, as well as
thosc of the child’s family, and identify services appropriate to meet those needs.
This information is to be incorporated into a written Individualized Family Service
Plan (IFSP) developed by a multidisciplinary team that includes the child’s parent
or guardian. This plan, to be cvaluated at least annually and reviewed at 6-
month intervals, is intended to guide the delivery of services.

The IFSP process for infants and toddlers served under the EHA-H program
emphasizes the role of the family, and requires that the family’s strengths and
nceds related to enhancing the development of the child as well as the child’s
developmental needs be addiessed in the delivery of services. In addition to the
importance placed on the family, implementation of the IFSP requires the
involvement in and coordination of the service delivery plan by a designated case
manager. The following examples from State applications illustrate the types of
activitics States planned to undertake during the second vear of EHA-H (1988) in
preparation for implementing the IFSP component of the program.

° The Colorado Department of Education will assist service
providers with the design, development and implementation of
an IFSP that will empower and support families and children,
A literature review will be conducted to identify different
types of IFSPs and to identify programs that have
demonstrated successful implementation of the IFSP.
Successful IFSPs, in which family strengths, priorities, and
values are recognized, will be used to provide training to
service providers so that they can implement the components
of IFSPs to support different kinds of families at various
stages of their lives.

e The Rhode Island Interagency Coordinating Council developed
a format for the IFSP and an assessment process for the
children and their families. Two pilot sites are using the
assessment and IFSP format and all new referrals and case
reviews are also using the format. Based on the pilot
results, model assecssment and IFSP guidelines will be
developed. On-site orientation sessions will be provided to
carly intervention programs statewide and public awareness
workshoos for LEAs, State agency personncl, and other
communiry-based service providers will be provided.

To provide guidance to States regarding procedures for the development of
IFSPs, OSEP undertook several activities in 1988. A call for papers was issued to
collect cxamples of best practice in IFSPs. The Carolina Research Institute on
Personnel analyzed the results and found gaps in current practice related to the
development of IFSPs. To address these gaps, a Task Force was convened in the
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spring of 1988 by the National Early Childhood Technical Assistance System
(NEC*TAS).}2 The Task Force was made up of parents and professionals from
multiple discaplines with a mix of theoretical and practical knowledge and included
representatives from agencies within the Departments of Education and Health and
Human Services. The Task Force developed recommendations in the following five
areas related to the IFSP: the philosophical and conceptual basis for the IFSP;
the interpersonal skills needed to implement an IFSP; strategies for identifying
family strengths and needs; describing goals and outcomes; and implementation of
the IFSP. A monograph of IFSP best practices which describes the
recommendations ¢f the Task Force will be completed in 1989 and distributed to
States by NEC*TAS.

Daia Systems Development

To determine States’ progress in developing data systems, the Carolina Policy
Studies Program (CSPS) conducted a survey of 28 States in 1988. These States
were selected because they had indicated they were able to provide at least three
of the four types of Federally required data or had a prior history of early
intervention services for infants and toddlers with special needs. At the end of
the first year of implementation of EHA-H, these States were found to be at
various stages with regard to the development of a comprchensive coordinated
interagency data system. The 28 States in this survey had started at different
points with regard to the development of a data system, they had faced a varicty
of different obstacles, but had developed a variety of strategies for devising ox
cxpanding a model for data collection. Approximately half of the 28 States had
not madc data collection a priority in the first year of EHA-H or had made only
preliminary decisions about how to build data collection systems. The majority
of the remaining States had already set some data collection processes in place,
whiiz five to eight States had cxisting data systems that, with some revision,
could provide most of the EHA-H data requirements.

Personnel Development

Section 676(b)(13) of EHA requires that States cstablish policies and
procedures related to the devclopracnt of standards to cnsure that personnel
necessary for implementing the EHA-H program arc appropriately trained. Two
examples of State plans to address personnel competencies and certification
standards are described below.

() In North Carolina, a formal interagency nceds assessment was
sponsored by the Division of Mental Health/Mental
Retardation/Substance Abuse Services and the Division for

2An OSEP-funded project to provide technical assistances in State and
other entities is described on pages 55-56 of this chapter.
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Exceptional Children, the results of which will provide the
basis for many of the FY $8-89 inservice training activities.
In addition, the Training Task Force of the Cumprehensive
Interagency Preschool Planning Committee has developed
competencies and curriculum content recommenda:ions for an
Infant Specialized Certification which could be adopted by
the different divisions inveolved in serving infants and
toddlers.

) The Rhode Island Department of Education has drafted a new
credential which would be applicable to personnel serving
special needs children from birth to six years of age and
their families, This certificate would require a child and
family focused, interdisciplinary orientation and, more
importantly, would bhegin to address the barriers and
incongruities which exist between Early Intervention and
local education agency programs by requiring that personnel
receive clinical training in both environments in order to be
awarded this creden.i**. Activiies in this area funded by
FY 88 Part H moni . include reviewing this draft credential
with the Interagency Coordinating Council to identify the
preservice and inservice implications of its enactment,

In 1987, OSEP funded the Early Childhood Research Institute on Personnel to
study effective procedures for training professionals to work with infants and
families and to develop and evaluate training curricula. During 1988, the
Personnel Institute surveyed training programs across the country to learn their
status with regard to the p.ovision of an infant specialty. The professional areas
surveyed were:  special education, speech and language pathology, audiology,
occupational therapy, physical therapy, psychclogy, social work, nursing, nutrition,
and medicine. The survey results will be used as the basis for the development
and field testing of curriculum materials. The Institute is also developing training
materials specifically related to Part H iSsues on case management, working in an
interdisciplinary setting, working with families, and developing an IFSP.

THE PRESCHOOL GRANTS PROGRAM

The Preschool Grants Program (EHA-619) was dcsigned to bring about the
availability of a free appropriate public education (FAPE) for all children, aged
three through five years, with handicaps. Currently, States vary with regard to
the age at which a child is entitled to special education and related services.
While some States provide services for children from birth, others do not serve
all children with handicaps until age six. Acknowledging testimony and research
showing the long term ber ‘ts of early intervention, Congress amended the EHA
in 1986 to encourage .- ‘s to serve all children with handicaps from three
through five years of ag.
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The Preschool Grants Program, which replaced the Preschoo! Incentive
Grants Program, provides a phase-in period for States o provide FAPE for all
preschoolers with handicaps. Following the phase-in period, States ~re eligibie
for an award under the Preschool Grants Program only, if in addition to meeting
the other eligibility rcquirements, the State plan under Part B inciudes policies
and procedures that assurc the availability of SAPE for il handicapped children
aged three through five, inclusive. Sanctions apply to a Strte that fails to
provide FAPE for preschoolers with handicaps by FY 1991.

To assist States in meeting the new goal, increased financial incentives were
also authorized by Congress. For fiscal years 1987 through 1989, the total award
to a State is based on two counts ¢f vhildren with handicaps: the number of
three through five ycar olds counted in the previous year’s December | EHA-B
child count and the nur .cr of additional three through five year olds expected to
be served under EHA-B on the following December 1. Some of the issues
surrotnding the adminstration of the two-part grant award are discussed below.

Dur'ng the first two years of the phase-in, fiscal years 1987 and 1988, all
States cler.cd to participate in the Preschool Grants Program. /1§ States move
through the phase-in period, they arec undertaking a variety of activities and
facing many challenges. The policies and regulations governing clementary and
secondary children and youth with handicaps served under Part B of EHA apply to
preschoolers.  Some of the issues which are emerging as States and local
education agencies begin to implement programs for all three through five vear
olds with handicaps ill also be discussed in this chapter.

State Grant Awards - Basic and Bonus

As mentioned previously, States receive a grant award vnder the Preschool
Grants Program for fiscal years 1987 through 1989 based on two counts of
preschool children. The first count is the number of children, aged three through
five years, included in the previous December 1 EHIA-B child count. The amount
of the award based on this count, which is referred to as the "basic" portion of
the awlasrd, was $300 per child in FY 87, $470 in FY 88 and will be $500 in
FY %9.

According to the statute, cach State may receive up to $3,800 per child for
each child over and above the previous year's EHA-B count of three through five
year olds for fiscal ycars 1987 through 89. This is called the "bonus" portion of
the award. The intent of the bonus award was to provide States additional
monies {or the cost of cxpanding services to more preschool children with
handicaps. Beginning in fiscal ycar 1990 and thercafter, the bonus portion of the

13For cach preschool child, the "basic® award a State receives under the
Preschool Grants Program is in addition to the award the State re.eives for the
child under the EHA-B State Grant Program.
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award is no longer authorized. The statute authorizes tnat each State can recejve
up to $1,000 per child, aged three through five years, counted as served under
the EHA-B child count. The per child amount actually awarded to each State,
however, depends on ths funds appropriated.

In order to calculate the amount of the bonus portion of the Preschool
Grants Program for FY 87 and FY 88, OSEP required that each State submit an
estimate of the number of preschoolers with handicaps to be served under the
EHA-B on December 1 of the following year. States were also required to submit
the aumber of preschoo! children with handicaps served under ECIA (SOP),
Chapter 1 and the number the State estimated to serve under this program 3 year
Iater. These later two numbers were requested because the purpose of the bonus
payments was not to transfer chiidren from another Federal program to Part B to
generate bonus funds.

under both the EHA-B and ECIA (SOP)) from the previous child count; and (2)
there (s an estimated increase from the previotv~ year’s EHA-B chilé count in the
number of three through five year olds. The State bonus award is equal to the
estimated growth in the number of three through “ive year olds to be served
under the EHA-B minus any sstimated decreases in the number of three through
five year olds serve: under ECIA (SOP). In the next fiscal year, a State’s
Preschool Grant award is adjusted upward or downward based on the difference
between the number of children estimated to be served and the actual number of
children served in the two programs.

Table 9 summarizes the awards made to States in the first two years of the
Preschool Grants Program. For 1987-88, States received a basic award of $300
per child and a bonus award of $3,270 per child based on a totsl estimated
increase of 30,665 children. Nine States did not project growth ur did not
submit an estimate. Of the remain’ .8 50 States and Territories, the estimates
ranged from an anticipated increase in number of preschool children to be served
from nine jn indiana to 6,500 in California.

Counts of preschool children served under EHA-B and ECIA (SOP) submitted
by States for 1987-88 showed an actual increase of 37,928 children for puryoses
of Wbonus dollar calculations, States reported actually serving 7,627 more
preschoolers than the they had estimated.! The actual growth dvring the 1987-
88 school year for pu-poses of the bonus dollar calculations was significantiy
higher than both the qriginal legislat’-e estimates (25,842) and the States’ own

4The 30,665 figure was subsequently revised down to 30,301; 37,928 equals
the estimate of 30,301 plus the 7,627 additional children actually served.




TABLE 9

Basic and Bouus Awards Under the Preschool Grants Program

FY 1987 FY 1988
Upward
1988 Adjustment?/

Basic Award

Number of Children 265,783 288,301/

Per Child Amount $ 300 $ 400

Dollars 79,734,900 115,320,400
Bonus Award

Additional Number

of Children 30,665¢ 21,809/ 7,627

Per Child Amount $ 3,270 3 2,788 $ 3,270

Dollars 100,265,100 60,795,660 24,937,940
Total Award $180,000,G00 $201,054,0004/

2/Based on actual number of children served on December 1, 1987 or

March 1, 1988.

b/This figure does not match the Tigure reported in the first chapter or the
tables in Appendix A because the later figure includes revisions from States

submitted after the grant award date.

¢/Estimates.

4/Equals sum of 1988 basic award, bonus award and upward adj.stment.
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projections (30,665).1%  As discussed in the first chapter of this report, the
December to December increase in the Part B count for three through five year
olds will be used for future comparisons to describe national growth in preschool
programs. .

Forty-two SEAs’ FY 88 awards under the Preschool Grants Program were
adjusted upwards because the actual number of additional preschool children
served surpass— their estimates. These States received $3,270 for each additional
preschool child served. Fourteen SEAS’ awards were decrcased hzocause the
estimated increases funded in FY 87 were not achieved; awards were decreased
$3,269 for each projected child the State did not ultimatel.’ serve. Of tiiese 14
SEAs, six had decreases in their 1988 awards which were equal to the amount of
their previous year’s bonus award because they achieved no growth at all.

For FY 88, States and territories received a bonus award of $2,788 based on
an estimated increase of 21,809 hildren. The estimates of preschool growth for
1988-89 ranged from 19 in f*e Northern Marianas to 5,203 in California. Twenty-
six SEAs did not estimate an increase for 1988-89 over the number of prescheol
children served in 1987-88.

The calculation and distribution of Preschool Grants awards to SEAs and
subsequently to local educational agenciss (LEAs) and intermediate educational
agencies (IEUs) has proven to be complicated and somewhat problematic. The
individual SEAs must distribute the money to eligible I.EAs and IEUs on a per
cnild basis. Given the number of figures involved in calculating ar award and the
subsequent adjustments, and the large number of LEAs in some States, the
calculation itself conld be cumbersome. Furthermore, the SEA award is based on
a net figure for the entire State. Thus, an LEA that substantially increased the
number of children secrved may receive fewer or no bonus dollars if other LEAs in
the State served fewer children (i.e., one LEA’s growth can be cancelled out
within a State by another LEA’s loss). The offsctting of one LEA by anuther was
especially @ problem im States where some LEAs expericnced an overall decreasc
in enrollment becausc of demographic changes or economic conditions.

The 14 States that reccived downward adjustments in their FY 1988 awards
had particulariy complicated apportionment problems with regard to their LEAs.
A survey of States which submitted estimates of no growth for school year 19fy-
89 was conducted by National Association of State Directors of Special Education

BThe 37,928 figure used for bonus dollar calculations is also higher than the
increase in preschool children recciving services as determined by the difference
between the December 1986 and 1987 EHA-B child counts which is 22,652. The
difference in the 37,928 honus figure and the 22,652 EHA-B child count figure is
due primarily to the use of the March ! count for bonus dollar calculations, For
1987-88 only, Congress allowed States to submit a three through five child cc nt
ont March 1, 1988 which gave States and localities an additional three montks to
place preschoolers in programs.
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(NASDSE) in the spring of 1988. Findings indicated that States were opting to be
conservative in estimating increases rather than risk the problems associated with
an overestimate and the subsequent downward adjustment in their grant awards.

Issues Related to the Implenientation of the
Preschool Grants Program

In September of 1988, NASDSE and NEC*TAS, contactea all States and
Territories to obtain information for subsequent technical assistance activities
related to the impleme~tation of the Preschool Grants Program. This information
along with information States provided in their grant applications indicates some
of the areas of current State activity.

Child Fivd

Although the requirement that States it ntify preschool age children with
handicaps has bee. in place over a decade, the recent empha~is nationally on
early intervention and the development of comprehensive services to children
belov: ~g. five has led States to undertake new and expanded child find activities.

In some States, particularly those which alread: nave a preschool mandate,
Preschool Grants funds are being used to refine and target their previous efforts.
For example, over the next two yecars, Massachusetts indicated in its graat
appiication that it plans to focus child ideutification activities on childrcn at the
earliest age, with special emphasis on parents of young children across regional,
economic and cultural boundaries. A major component of its carly identification
efforts will be a public awarcness campaige, co-sponsored by the Department of
Education and other Statc agencies on the Early Childhood Statc Planning
Committee. The campaign will provide information on the milestones of child
deveclopment and on programs available for young children in Mass?shuse.ts. The
elements of the ¢ 1paign include a data base on services, a telephone number for
rarenis and professionals to call to access the data base, and dissemination by
sneans of posters and milk cartons.

Ages of Eligibility for Special Education and Related Services

As of September 19838, 22 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the
BIA, and three territories required free app:opriate public education for children
with handicaps beginning at age three years or carlier. The age mandates are
presented in Table 10.

Of the 28 States currently without a mandate to provide FAPE to children
aged three or younger, 22 indicated the date they expected a change in their
mandate. These States, the expected dates of the change, and the proposed new
mandated age are siiown in Table 11. Three of these States, Caiifornia,
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TABLE 10

Special Education Kandate: Age at Which all Children with Hendicaps
are Eligible for a Free Appropriate Public Education

October 19"
Age 2 Age 3 Age 4 Age 5 Age 6

American Sama Virginia (9-30) Alaska Delaware (12-31)  Arkansas (10-1) Alabamad/ ¢10-1)
Guam* BIA Jklahoma (9-1) Catifornia Arizonad/ (9-1)
lowa Connecticut (1-1) Tennessee Coloradeb/ 1dahod/ (10-15)
Maryland District of Colunbiaa/ Florida (9-1) Montenae/b/
Michigan Havaii* Georgia (9-1) Oregong/ (9-1)
Minnesota Illinois Indiarab/ Pennsylvaniad/b/
Nebraska Louisiana (12-31) Kansas (9-1) Wyominge/
Puerto Rico* ) Massachusetts Kentuckye/ (10-1)

Hew Hampshire Maire (10-15)

New Jerseyb/ Mississippi (9-1)

New Mexice (9-1) Missouri (7-1)

North Dakota (8-31) Nevad. ($-30)

Rhode Island New Yorx (12-1)

South Dalkotac/ Norlt farolina (10-16)

Texas (9-1) No. thern Mariana Islands*

Utsha/ nhiod/ (9-30)

Virgin Jslands* South Carolina (11-1)

Wushington Vermontb/

Wisconsin West Virginia (9-1)

Hote: Unless otherwise note. rvices are available on the child's birthdate. Calendar date entries following State names refer
to the last date within the school year on which a child is eligible to begin receiving services. Aster: < (*) entries reflect
data available 11/87. In these cases, only tiie year of eligibility is wvailable

a/State has established several possible dates during the school year on which a child may begin receiving services.

b/tocal discretion: LEAs determine the last date within the school year on which a ciiild can tegin receiving services. In
some cases this is the local kindergarten cut-off date. -n some cases an LEA may choose to begin services as of a child’s
birthdate.

¢/Prolonged assistance children are served from birth.

g/In districts where kindergarten is available, special education services are aveilable; all LEAs provide kindergarten.

e/In districts where kindergarten is available, special education services are available.

O

RIC




TABLE 11

Anticipated Changes in Age Mandates

October 1988

Expecteua Year

of Enactment Stute Proposed Age Mandate

1988 Arizona 3 by 9/1
Idaho 3 from birthdate

198¢% Arkansas 3 by 10/1 .
Kansas 3 by 9/1 A
New York 3 by cutoff date (TBD?/)
South Carolina 3 by 11/1
Tennessee 3 from birthdate

1990 Florida 3 by 9/1
Georgia 3 by 9/1
Indiana 3 by cutoff date (TBD?/)
Maine 3 from birthdate. may 9/1 to birth
Missouri 3 by 7/1
Montana?/ 3 from birthdate
Peansylvania 3 from birthdate
West Virginia 3 by 9/1
Wyoming TBD?/

1991 Californias/ 3 from birthdate
Delaware From birth
Nevadad/ 3 by cutoff date (TBD?/)
North Carolina 3ty 10/16
Oregon Uncertain
Vermont?/ 3 from birthdate

Note: Alabama, Colorado, Kenfucky, Mississippi, Ohio, and GCklahoma did not

provide a date when the mandate would be changed.

2/TDB indicates to be determined.

b/Changes were enacted in 1987 te become effective as indicated.

¢/California statue passed in 1987 changes mandate to age 3 in 199I.
However, the legislation calls for California to terminate participation in the
Federal preschool program in 1989 as the Federal appropriation aggregate for FY
87-89 was less then $656 million.

4/proposed statute would require FAPE at age 4 in 1990 and at age 2 by
1991.
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Montana, and Vermont have already passed legislation that will change the age of
eligibility by 1990 or 1991.

Least Restrictive Environment

The existing Part B requirements on LRE apply to preschool children with
hanaicaps. The application of the concept least restrictive environment to
preschoolers with handicaps can be difficult because their same age peers who are
not handicapped are not usually served by LEAs. According to information
collected by NEC®TAS and NASDSE, 14 States have developed LRE policies or
guidelines specifically for preschool programs based on the Part B requirements
(see Table 12). Ten States are in the process of developing such special
preschool LRE policies. The remaining States are applying existing EHA-B policies
to preschoolers but have not developed any additional guidelines for this _ge
group. States reported that how tc serve preschool children with handicaps in
the least restrictive environment is one of the five most challenging issues to be
resolvea by their ‘State Educational Agency. LRE inaplementation poses a number
of different problems for States. States reported they felt a need for further
guidance on how to implement the LRE requirements for preschool children with
handicaps, especially in regard to financial and legal implications of "placement"
in various environments.  States reported they are finding it difficult to
implement LRE because without a mandate to secrve preschoolers without
handicaps, there are lin ited placement options. In looking for placements for
children outside of the public schools, for example, in a day care setting, program
standards, personnel certification and the physical environment can be barriers to
finding appropriate settings.

Personne.

States indicated to NEC*TAS that personnel issues also coastitute one of the
greatest challenges to providing special education and related services to all three
through five year olds with handicaps. States are concerned about locating
qualified personnel from multiple discipsines at the State an¢ local level to
provide preschool special education and related services. The States were also
concerned about the lack of teacher certification procedures; the * for
extensive preservice and inservice training fer teachérs and adminis Srs in
preschool special educaticn; and locating occupaticnal, physical and speech
therapists t¢ work in rural areas.

A number of States indicated in their applications that a major focus under
their Preschool Grants would be activities intended to increase the number and
qualifications of personnel needed to staff programs serving preschool age
children. These activities include inservice training r* teachers, administracors
and related services personncl, recruitment of personnel into training programs,
and stimulating the development of training programs in institutions of higher
cducation. In New Hampshire, part of the Preschool Grants funds will be used to
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TABLE 12

State Development of LRE Policy and Guidelines
for Preschoolers Based on Part B Requirements

Part B Requirements Apply to Preschoolers:

With Policy
or Guid<lines

With Policy
or Guidelines
for Preschool

With No Addi-

for Preschoot Under tional Policy
Established Development or Guidelines
(N=14) (M=10) _ (N=27)

California Arizona Alabama

Iowa Arkansas Alaska

Kansas Colorado Connecticut

Kentucky Indiana Delaware

Louisiana Maine District of Columbia

Massachusetis Minnesota Florida

Missouri Montana Georgia

Nebraska Oklahoma BIA

Nevada Oregon Idaho

Ncrth Dakota Wyoming Illinois

Pennsylvania Maryland

Rhode Island Michigan

Utah Mississippi

Yermont New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Washington
West Virginia

- Virginia
Wisconsin
51
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provide inservice training to administrators and pupil planning teams. The teams
will be trained to assist in the development and implementation of integrated
preschool programs, thus enhancing opportunitis for placement 1n the least
restrictive environment. Through its nine Education Service Districts, tne State
of Washington will provide set-aside Sunds to train local assessment personnel on
appropriate early childhood assessment practices and instruments. To ac:ress the
si:zortage of bilingual personnel te meet the needs of Limited English Proficient
(LEP) children with handicaps and their families, the Illinois SEA’s Bilingual
Preschool Committee will utilize a portion of the State’s Preschool Grants to
develop an inservice training model, increase awareness among schoo! parsonnel
regarding the special needs of LEP children, and recruit bilingual personnel into
early childhood special education through the use of direct aid an¢ other
incentives.  This year the Florida SEA plans to establish ongoing iaservice
training for teachers in basic skills and stratsgies appropriate for prekindergarten
programs for children with handicaps through the use of interactive video
systems, satellite networking, ai.d video modules.

Interagency Agreements

Although the SEA is responsible for ensuring FAPE for three through five
year olds, multiple agencies are and will continue to be involved in the provision
of services to this age group, Many States have developed interagercy
agreements to facilitate coordination bctween the SEA and other agencies. As
shown in Table 13, the largest number of intcragency agreements is with I .
Start, followed by Departments of Health, Topics covered by interagei.cy
agreements include coordination of funding; transition from infant and toddler
programs to preschool programs (Part H to Part B); collaboration with private day
care providers; and the process by which interagency agreements will be
negotiated. &

In -1dition ¢ the reported arrangements to collaborate with other State
agencies, otates identified a number of issues conccrning establishing additional
interagency agreements. These include: interagency collaboration at the local
level, especizlly regarding gaps in services due to rural locations and funding
resources; establishing interagency agreements when preschool services have
traditionally been provided by agencies other than the SEA; achieving more
formal interagency agreements and updating existing agreements to meet the
requirements with regard to the transition from Part H; convincing other
organizations and agencies such as private day care providers to provide services
to young children with handicaps; and maintaining program compatibilitv and
continuity from birth to schcol age.

EHA DISCRETIONARY PROGRAMS

The discretionary programs authorized under the EHA support a variety of
activities intended to improve the delivery of services to young children with
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TABLE 13

Interagency Agreements Between “tate Educational
Agencies and Other Agencies

Heaith and

Developmental Human Human

Head Start Disabilities Health Services Serviccs
(N=35) (N=7) (N=12) (N=7) (N=5)

Alabama Colorado Colorado Kentucky Alaska
Alaska Indiana Kansas Massachusetts Idaho
Arizona?/ Kentucky Kentucky Nevada Minncsota
Arkansas Louisiana Louisiana North Dakota New Iiampshire
California North Carolina Maryland Oklahoma South Carolina
Colorado North Dakota  Michigan Pennsylvania
Connecticut Oregon New Mexico Utah
District of North Carolina
Columbia Oklahoma
Georgia Pennsyivania
Idaho Utah
Illinois American Samoa
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louiziana
Marylaiia
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri?/
Nebraska

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Texas
Vermont
Washington
Wisconsin
+sumerican Samoa
Bureau of Indian
Affairs?/

b/

" rojected to be completed in 1988.
b/In negotiations.
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handicaps. Funds are provided to SEAs, LEAs, and other public, private, not-
for-profit and ‘or-profit agencies to initiate, expand, and improve special
education and carly intervention services for children who are below school age.
With the 1986 Amendments to EHA, Congress significantly strengthened funding
for thesc discretionary projects. In total, the discretionary programs provided $24
million in FY 88.

The Handicapped Children’s Early Education Program (HCEEP), authorized by
section 623 of the EHA, is the single largest source of discretionary funds for
projects related to the needs of young children aged birth through eight ycars.
Comprised of multiple program components, HCEEP funds demonstration, outreach
projects, experimental projects, technical assistance, research institutes. and
personnel development activities. Additional support designed to improve services
to handicapped children below school age is also provided under other OSEP
discretionary programs, including rescarch and personnel preparation. This final
section of the chapter describes the major discretionary programs administered by
OSEP and illustrates the types of projects being supported to expand and imrrove
services for young children with handicaps.

Mode! Demonstration and Qutreach Projects

Demounstration and outreach projects are designed to improve the provision
of services to ycung children with handicaps through the development and
dissemination of successful programs. Demonstration and outreach projects are
conducted by private nonprofit organizations, local schools, universities and State
agencies,

In 1988, OSEP funded new demenstration projects in two priority zreas:
providing preschool services for children with handicaps alongside nonhandicapped
children of the same or similar ages; and methods for serving infants and toddlers
with specific disabilities. Selected prcects currently funded are described below.

' Gallaudet Unive.sity will develop a demonstration project to
integraic hearing and hearing-impaired children aged 3 through 5
years in a day care program. The project will provide a lecast
restrictive cnvironment and deaf role models for hearing impaired
children. Appropriate training for day carc staff and information
for agencies and day care providers will be disseminated
nationally,

° The University of Washington plans to develop, implen.snt, and
¢v 'uate mulvi-classroom activities for an extended school year
(22 s days) using a clearly defined curricula designed to maximize
the advantages of integrated and mainstreamed scttings. A manual
of recommendations for classroom management, mediated
curriculum objectives, strategies using siblings as peer groups, and
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staff training materials will be developed as a part of the project
activities.

An outreach component was added to HCEEP in 1972 to assist demonstration
projects in communicating the results of their cfforts on a State and national
basis. The outreach strategy is intended to serve a diffusion or linkage functicn.
Each Jroject starts with model practice, the cducational merits of which have
been previously demonstrated through the collection of cmpirical evidence.
Through outrcach activities, information regarding the model practice is provided
to other sites to facilitate their adoption or repli ition of the practice. Examples
of outreach projects funded in 1988 are described below.

. The Outre: th to Infants in Rural Settings at the University of
Idaho assists Statec and local agencies in Idaho, Washington and
Oregon which are involved in services to handicapped and ai-risk
children, birth to three years of age. Target agencies (education,
public health, health and welfare) and public schools receive a
sequence of technical assistance services, including in depth neceds
assessment, on-site consultation, training in model combponents,
follow-up and evaluation and assistance in genecrating inservice
training packages. Training and as.istance arc offered in 1)
identification/monitoring/intervention with at-risk infants, and 2)
infant programming and technical assistance in family-o..ented
programming,

. Activa ¢ Children Through Teihnology (ACTT), outreach at
Western luinois University helps educators, health and medical
personnel, speech and vision specialists and oiher support
per Jnnel to integiate computer technology into services for young
handicapped children. The ACTT microcomputer curriculum is
designed for children with moderate to severc handicaps that
prevent them from interacting with their environment. The
curriculum helps to foster the child’s expectation of control over
the environm, : promotes autonomy, increases opportunities to
communicate, ana fosters the development of problem solving and
cognitive skills.

Technical Assistance

Technical assistance to States has been a special priority of OSEP for nearly
a decade. The scope of carly childhood technical assistance has expanded from an
carly focus on helping individual projects to assisting States in the development
of comprchensive, stutewide, interagency service delivery systems. To help in
mecting the early childhood objectives set forth in the 1986 amendments to EHA,
OSEP funded a major technical assistance effort in 1987. The National Early
Childhood Technical Assistance System (NEC*TAS) at the University of North
Carolina, has the following goals:
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) to help community agenciecs and other entities develop their
capacity to provide high quality comprehensive services to all
children with special needs and their families;

. to help cach State accomplish its goals regarding comprchensive
services; and

to facilitate the national cxchange of current research and best-
practice information.

\»

During 1988, NEC*TAS provided technical assis nace {0 all 50 States, D.C.,
Puerto Rico, the Trust Territorics, and the BIA, v ~h are implementing the
Handicapped Infants and Toddlers Program and the Prc 00l Grants Program. To
help these entities accomplish their goals, 206 form-~l technical assistance
agreements were developed.  Another 545 requests for additional services were
received. Over 280 days of assistance were provided to 1508 staff, parents and
State chairs of e Interagency Coordinating Councils. NEC*TAS also sponsored
seven workshops vr conferences attended by nearly 1,000 participr-is. NYXC*TAS
sent over 5,000 pieces of materials to clients and published the 1987-88 Directory
of Early Childhood Services. Technical assistance was alsc provided to HCEEP
demonstration and outreach projects. ,«

Research

Special education research improves our understanding of handicapping
conditions as these relate to the cducation of children and fosters ihe
devclopment of improved methods for the provision of appropriate services.
Federal assistance also ensures that research activities are specifically responsive
to mandated responsibilities under the EHA. Described below are examples of
rescarch projects in carly childhood education funded under the HCEEP research
priorities, through res:arch institutes, and through field-initiated studies.

HCEEP funded research on experimental compensatory strategies as weli as
nondirected experimental projects. The experimental compensatory strategies
projects compare compensatory strategies that result in functional skills, such as
the usc of motorized mobility devices, augmentative communication systems,
environmental control systems, or other types of adaptations or technological
applications that enable functional responding in young children with nandicaps.
Two such projects are described below.

. Dartmouth Cnllege is cvaluating the effectiveness of Total
Communication as a strategy implemented in the home, to
facilitate communication in prclinguistic infants with Down
Syndrome. The effectiveness of this approach will be assessed on
an individual and on a group basis. .
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0 The Oregon Research Institute is investigating the effects of a
mobility training program for young children who have adequate
vision and cognition but who have severe neuromoter dysfunction
of the upper extremities. Training designed to facilitate the use
of a motorized wheelchair will be evaluated in a series of three
studies over the three-year project peried.

The nondirected cxperimenizl projects compnre experimental strategies with
strategics of proven effectiveness for childrea aged birth through cight years.
Projects comparc alternative lrategies in typical service settings. Selected
projects funded in 1988 include: :

° The University of Illinois is investigating the impact of early
contingency intervention on the development of infrats who are
developmentally delayed. A combination of single-subject and
group design methods is being used to evaluate the performance of
infants yn mastery motivation and problem solving tasks at 6 and
12 months of age.

. Kent State University is examining the comparative effectivey - ss
of two language intervention procedures on word acquisition
patterns in young children with developmental delays.

Another component of the HCEEP program, the Early Childhood Research
Institutes, engage in five-year investigations. Some of these are longitudinal in
nature¢, while others expand upon previous findings as thei® research program
evolves. In addition to condvsting research, the institutes provide resecarch
training and cxperience for graduate students and disseminate their findings to
practitioners and to academicians in the HCEEP nctwork and the broader carly
childhood field.

The Office of Special Education Programs has supported research institutes
in the arca of carly childhood education since 1977 (sce pages 117-122 Tenth
Annual Report to Congress). A new carly childhood institute on transitions was
established at the University of Kansas in 1988. This Institute is conducting
investigations in arcas considered critical t. the develnpment of comprehensive
systems of service delivery to handicapped infants and toadlers and their families.
The goal of this Institute is to produce validated intervention proccdures that
service providers can use to assist children with handicaps and their families as
they confront changes in services and in personnel who coordinate or provide
services. The program of rescarch will address transitions from hospital to home,
from infant services to preschool services, from preschool services to primary
grades and from nonintegrated to integrated programs. The Institute -ill vonduct
11 individual research projects to dcvelop and validate interventions for children
with handicaps and their familics who are facing transitions. In addition to
individual projects, the Institute will conduct a longitudinal study to provide
descriptive data on the transition experiences of families over the entire birth to
eight year age span, the rclationship of family variables to the identification of
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problems agsociated with transitions, and the identification of successful transition
rocedures used by agencies serving children and families.

In addition to research supported through the HCEEP, research on early
childhood can also be supported through other discretionary progr-ms such as
field-initiated 1esearch. The purpose of the field-initiated research paogram is to
provide support for a broad range of projects which focus on educational problems
of handicapped children. The field-initiated research competition does not
snecifically invite projects in the preschool area. However, this program
currently supports a number of research studies which include children from birth
through five years of age and their families.

The studies of the zarly childhood population reflect a diverse set of
research goals, methodologies, and products. Many of the studies represent
applied research projects focusing on intervention and outcor~ variables. A
prospective follow-up study of mildly to moderatcly handicapped elementary school
children who participated in a 4 year intervention study at the University of
Washington is comparing two contrasting preschool instruction models to
determine whether {nitial program effects are maintained beyond preschool.
Investigators at the University of Illinois at Chicago are evaluating .the extent to
which a sys*:m of incentives which provides concrete support to low-income
families with handicapped infants can increase family participation in early
intervention services, by identifying the stresses and needs of families which
create barriers to their use ¢f the services.

Other studies are focusing on social deveiopment and communicative
interact’ons of young children with handicaps. For example, a longitudinal study
of the social development of young handicapped children across multiple social
‘contexts is underway at the University of Maryland. A project 'at the University
of Washington, Seattle, is investigating the communication interactions that occur
betweer Lieschool children with handicaps and thei, non-handicapped peers.

An additional group of research studies are directed toward the development
and verification of the ffectiveness of instruments and intervention practices
within the context of diffcrent scttings and with different popuiations. In
Michigan, the Center for Human Growth and Devclopment is developing a
preschooi screening inventory that will be validated and normed with a nationally
representative sample of bilingual and English-speaking preschool children for use
in the early identification of children with handicaps.

Personnel Development

The major EHA programs that address necds for personnel in early childhcod
are the presurvice personnel preparation grants administered by OSEP’s Division
of Personnel Preparation, and projects for inservice training, curriculum
development, and research administered through HCEEP. FCEEP projects have
already been described above; the discussion below describes the kind of projects
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funded through grants from Section 631 of EHA, administered by OSEP’s Division
of Personnel Preparation.

To serve ¢ ren birth through two years of age regquires -competencies apd
skills which are qualitatively distinct from those nceded to serve preschool age
children (Bruder, 1988). In 1985, a ncw competition, Personnel to Provide Special
Education and Related Services to Wewborn and Infant Children with Handicaps,
was established to train practitioners in techniques and stratcgies to support the
development of handicapped infants in the carlicst months of life. The 1988
priorit addresses the necd for preservice preparation of personnel and better
integr . a of special education and related-services personne! into programming
for newbe-n and infant children in medical settings, in the home, and in nursery
schools. . almost all of the projects, departments within universities are
collaborating on the programs. In several cases, the training institution is also
cooperating with a hospital, local education and health agencies, and, in one case,
the SEA. Approximately 90 persons will be trained at the master’s level during
the first year of th¢ new projects. Highlights arnong the grants funded in FY 88
include:

® The New York Medical Coilege will, through the Mental
Retardation Institute (MRI), offer a diploma program for
interdisciplinary studies to six professionals working with infants
and toddlers with handicaps. Working professionals with a
bachelor’s, master’s, or specialist’s degree will completec 280 hours
of clinical training formal coursework, and supervised practice in
interdisciplinary infant and family assessment, individualized family
services planning, case management, and planning effective
transitions.

. In affiliation with the Oregor Hzalth Sciences University, the
Infart Hearing Resources will train parent-infant specialists to
develop and supervise programs that will identify and train
hearing-impaired and multi-handicapped hearing-impaired infants
and tusir parents. Eight professionals will bc enrolled in a
mast.:s level training/specialist eredit program that will prepare
them to develop and administes programs for hearing-impaired/
multi-handicapped infants, identify and habilitate infanis with
handicaps, conduct transdisciplinary programming, work with cthnic
minoritics, counsel parents, and provide inservice training.

A second competition, Personrel to Provide Special Education and Related
Services to Infants, Toddlers, or Preschoolers with Handicaps, supports projects
designed .to provide preservice training of personnel to serve as special educators
and t; individuals who provide developmental, corrective, and other supportive
services to infants, toddlers, or preschoolers with handicaps. Preservice
activities include training for bachelor, master, and specialist degrees. Exa.aples
of early childhood projects n.wly funded under this competition are provided
below.
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° The University of South Carolina will train 30 master’s level
students per year to work with young handicapped children and
their families and to interface with professionals from other
disciplines. Tle students will participate in field-based training in
existing interdisciplinary diagnostic clinics and early intervention
programs,

° Northwestern University will offer master’s level training to
approximately eight students; per year wh- are working with
moderately to severely haadicapped ¢ ildsen birth through s°
years of age. Enrolled stidents will be cxpecred to demonstrate
skills in child and family assessment, observation, in.erviewirg,
record review, community resources, planning, and implementing
intervention strategies, consultation, and communication skills.

The training of personrel in early childhs d is also supported through a
third competition, Preparation of Leadership Personnel. Projects funded under
this priority relate to handicapped childrer and youth of all ages, Lowever, some

% of the projects focus on early childhood. These projects support doctoral and
postdoctoral preparation of professionals to conduct training of university faculty,
researchers, administravors, supervisors, and othe: specialists.  Doctoral-level
training applications typically propose programming for the preparation of
multidisciplinary professionals. Postdoctoral work provides training in such areas
as new technology and innovative approaches to training special educators and
related-services personnel. Examples of current training efforts include:

° The University of Arizona offers 2 soctoral and postdoctoral
training program in child language. The F.ogram sceks to increase /
doctoral and postdoctoral leadership personnel who will upgrade
the quality of rescarch, teaching, clinical services, ana
administrative ...vices focused on language acquisition by bcth
nonolingual and bisngnal preschool children handicapped by a
larguage disorder. The program intends to expand the knowledge
base of bilingualism and second-language learning and to apply
this information to the facilitation of language acquisition by
bilingual aiiguage-handicapped preschool children,

® Children’s Hospital Medical Center in Ohio offers doctoral and
postdoctoral training to work with infants and children with
severe or multiple handicaps. Doctoral trair provides
competencies for teaching and service, research an scholarship,
and as.sssment and programming content and procedures. The
postdoctoral component is designed to enhance either skills
required for research or skilis required to conduct professional
training activities.




SUMMARY

Two years after the passage of the 1986 amendments to the EHA, a variety
of activities have been undertaken at the Federal and State level to impr ve
services for you : children with handicaps. During the first two years of .ae

_ Handicapped Infants and Toddlers Program, States are working to define the group

of birth through twu_years olds who will be eligible for services. Procedures for
developing Individualized Family Service Plans ar. being assembled and
disseminated while planning corntinues for the implementation of a statewide
system.

As States move to provide FAPE for all children age three throug: five with
handicaps, they arc serving substantially more children with handicaps in this age
group.  States are also seeking ways to serve these children in <he least
1estrictive environment and attempting to increase the number of personnel
qualified tn work with ¢hem.

To ascist States in their efforis to serve young children, OSEP has supported
a variety of projects designed to improve servicss. These have included model
demonstraticns, .echnical assistance, research and personnel preparation
programs. As *he States move through the timelines established for the full
implementation of the Handicapped Infants and Toddlers Program and the
Preschool Grants Program, the quantity and quality of programs available for
young children with handicaps should continue ts improve.
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CHAPTER 1V

FOLLOWING UP SECONDARY AGE STUDENTS WITE HANDICAPS:
THE TRANSITION TO FURTHER ERUCATION, EM¢LOYMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT LIVING

This chapter examines the status of special education students as they make
the transition from school to further education, employment, and independent
living. In addition, it cxamines the three chief, desirrble vutcomes of the
transition process: (1) participating in education and trainir ; programs that ass.st
youth with handicaps in oving toward their adult working life and independent
living; (2) obtain.ng and sustaining employment; and (3) achieving a capacity to
live, socialize, and engage in recreational activities on an independent basis
(Phelps, 1986).

The EHA Amendments of 1983 and 1986 have supported important research
and data collection and analysis activities which, taksn together, provide a
portrait of the educational, vecational, and independent living status and
outcomes of secondary age handicapped students who are in the process of leaving
special education.

Section 6187-)(1) of the EHA mandated a longitudinal study of a sample of
students with handicaps, that would (1) encompass the full range of handicappiag
conditions, (2) cxamine their educational progress while in special education, and
(3) zecord their occupational, ucationai, and independent living status after
graduating from secondary school or otherwise leaving special education. To meet
the requirements of this mandate, the Office of Speciz{ Education Programs
(OSEP) awarded a contract to SRI International to conduct a five-year
lorigituainal study. Known as the National Longitudinal Transition Study (NLTS),
this recearch cxamined a sample of over 8,000 handicapped youth, spanning the
ages of 15 through 26, and -epresenting cach of the 1I Federal handicapping
cenditions.” This chapter « .cws initial fir ings from the first data collection
efforts of this study.1®

A sccond body of “ita used in this chapter comes from the States. Section
618(b)(3) of the EFIA rc,uires the Sccretary of Education to obtain data on (1) the
number of chi'dren and youth with handicaps exiting the educational system cach
year through program completion or other means, by disability category and age,
and (2) services students exiting the educational system will need in the
following ycar. Since thc 1984-85 school year, States have provided OSEP with
exitin, and anticipated services data that they collect annuvally from the State’s
local cvuucational agencies. This chapter discusses State-reported data from the
1986-87 schooi year.

16°9r a description of the survey mecthodologies employed in the OSEP»
Longitudinal Transition Study, sce Appendix C.

(2,3
L53)
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EHA-funded follow-up studies provide a third body of data. Section 626 of
the EHA provides for assistance to projects which (1) strengthen and cenrdinate
education, training, and related services for handicapped youth t~ assis. in the
transitional process to postsecondary education, vocational training, competitive
employment, continuing education, or adult services; and (2) stiinulate the
improvement and development of programs for secondary special education.
Through this authority, OSEP has sponsored multiple follow-up studies of special
education students in transition. Data from these follow-up studies, as well as
follow-up studies conducted by the States and other members of tae rescarch
community ure examined 1a this chapter.l? In addition, for comparative
purposes, the chapter cites data on the youth population as a whole, from sources
such as the U.S. Census Burcau and the High 3chool and Beyond Survey.

The chapter, then, reviews key data from OSEP’s National Longitudinal
Transition Study, OSEP’s exiting and anticipated services State data, and relevant
follow-up studies, in order to provide an integrated descriptign of the educational,
vocational, and independent living status wad outcomes of secondary age students
with disabilities who are making the transit'an from school to further education,
work, and independent living.

THE EDUCATIONAL STATUS AND OUTCOMES OF
TRANSITIONING YOUTH WITH DNSABILITIES

How Youth Exit Special Education

To obtain an understanding of the size and nature of the exiting population
of secondary age special education students, the Office of Specizl Education
Programs OSEP) began collecting data from the States thrze 3:ars ago. These
data yre an important source of information on the number of youth age 16 and
older who reccived special education and related services during the previous
school year but who are no longer receiving special or general cducation services.
States report these data according to the exiting student’s handicapping condition,
age, and by type o1 exit: graduation with a diploma, gradnation through
certification, reached the maximum ag~ for which services are p,ovided in the
State, drcpped out, or other (death, or no longes receiving special edncation

YThere can be wide variations among cutcome data from multiple follow-up
strdies. This is attributable, in part, to the use of differing survey methodologies
by study researchers. To improve the potential for comparability of outcome data
among future transitional studies, Halpern (1988) recommends that researchers
develop a clear conceptual model of iransition as a framework for rescarch
desigrn, use a longitudinal rather than a cross-sectional design, specify the breadth

‘of the domain to be examined, carcfully delincate variacles, and specify

methodologies for instrument development, selection of the sample and sampling
techniques, and data collection procedures.

64




services out reason for exit unknown). The categories for basis of exit are
mntually exclusive.

Table 14, in addition to reporting the exiting status of special education
students for the school year 1986-87, comparcs OSEP State-reported exiting data
for school year 1986-87 with data from the previous year. During 1986-87, the
majority of students graduated, either with a diploma (46 percent) nr a certificate
(13 percent); about three times as many school leavers received a diploma as a
certificate. The nexi most iikely means of exit is by dropping out (25 percent).
A small proportion (about 3 percent) remain in school until they reach the
maximum age allowed by the State for special education services. Comparing the
two academic years, a greater percentage of studeats graduated with a diploma in
school year 1986-87, and a lower gcorcentage graduated with a certificate. The
population of students who remained in school until they had to leave due to
maximum age requirements remained about the same, as did the percentage of
students who exited special education by dropping sut.

Tables 15 and 16 show variations in the OSEP State-reported exit dat: by
handicapping condition and by age (16 through 21). As seen in Table 15, the
majority of students ia all but two handicapping conditions exit special education
by gruduating with a diploma. Students who are classified as emotionally
disturbed arc moce likely to exit by dropping out, and studeits with multiple
handicaps arc more likely to exit for "other” (nonspecified) reasons.

Table 16 shows that the primary means of exit for students who ar. !4 years
old is by dropping out. Siudents aged 17, 18, 19, and 20 are more likely to exit
by graduating with a diploma. Students who are 21 years old are more likely to
exit by ,-aduating with a certificate. In .he following three subscctions, we will
examinc li4 greater depth the phcnomena of exiting by graduating, by dropping
out, and by "aging out."

Graduating from Sezondary School

OSEP’s State-reported data show that of a totai of 209,442 youth with
handicaps between the ages of 16 and 21 who exited the educational system during
the 1986-87 school year, ncarly 60 percent exited by graduating with ecither a
diploma (46 percent) or a certificate (13 percent). This figure is significantly
lower than- the graduation rate for students as a whole. The U. S. Department of
Education’s "Stats Education Statistics” wall chart (1987) estimates the graduation
rate for studenis as a whole to be 706 percent, which is similar to the 75
percent rate reported by the U. S. Burcau of the Census and the U. S. National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 1986a; figares are for 1985).
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TABLE 14

Number and Percentage of Handicapped Children
Exiting the Educational Systcm
During the 1985-86 and 1986-87 School Years

1985-86 1986-87

Basis for Exit Number Percentage Number Percentage

Graduated with diploma 90,921 42.6 96,210 45.9

Graduated with certificate 36,871 17.3 27,355 13.1
Reached maximum age 5,182 "4 5,351 2.6
" Dropped out 56,156  26.3 52771 251

Other 24,493 115 27955 134

Total 213,623 100.00 209,442 100.00

Source: OSEP State-Reported Data Produced by ED/SEP Data Analysis System
(DANS) October 1, 1988.




TABLE 15

Numker and ®ercentage of Handicapped Students 16-21 Years Old
EXirzing the Educational System by Handicap, and by Basis of Exit

U.S. and Insular Areas
During the 19856-87 School Year

Graduated with Graduated with Reached Maximum Other Basis Total Exiting
Dir ma Certificate Age Dropped Out of Exit the System
Kandicapping Condition Nurber Percentage Number Percentage Numkber Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage
o
~ All cunditions 96,210 45.94 27,355 13.06 5,351 2.55 52,571 25.10 27,955 13.35 20° 442  100.00
Learning disabled 53,713  54.54 10,016  10.17 1,012 1.03 25,728  26.12 8,015 8.14 90,434  100.00
Speech impaired 4,967  48.61 906 8.87 262 2.56 1,929 18.88 2,155 21.09 10,219  100.00
Mentaliy retarded 19,106  38.62 12,080  24.42 2 787 5.63 10,214 20.65 5,264 10.68 49,469  100.00
Emotionatly disturbed 10,537  37.04 1,757 6.18 594 2.09 1,942 41.98 3,620 12.72 28,450  100.00
Hard of heuring and deaf 2,376  59.59 843  21.14 75 1.88 391 9.81 302 7.57 3,987  100.00
Mul tihandicapped 1,410  13.64 724 7.01 438 4.24 696 6.74 7,066 68,38 10,334 100.00
Crthopedically impaired 2,214 45.91 460 9.54 56 1.16 1,140 23.64 953 19.76 4,823  100.00
Other health impaired 999  45.06 379 17.10 65 2.93 367  16.55 407  18.36 2,217  190.00
Visually handicapped 782 63.68 133 10.83 28 2.28 151 12.30 134 10.91 1,228 100.00
Deaf-blind 108  46.75 57 24.68 34 14.72 13 5.63 19 8.23 231 100.00
Source: 05cP State-Reported Data Produced by EJ/SEP Data Analysis System (DANS) October 1, 1988.
i S
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TABLE 16

Nuber and Percentage of Students Exiting the Educational
System by Age, and bv 3asis of Exit

U.S. and Insular Areas
buring the 1986-87 School Year

Graduated with Graduated with Reached Maximum Other Basis Total Exiting
biploma Certificate Age bropped Out of Exit the System
Age Group Number  Percentage Number Percentage Humber Percentage MNumber Percentage Number Percentage Mumber Percentage

16 1,501 6.57 . 347 1.52 104 0.46 12,631 55.27 8,270  36.19 22,853 100.00
17 16,910 42.05 2,125 5.28 121 0.30 13,503 33.58 7,554 18.78 40,213 100.00
‘8 43,144 62.64 7,288 10.58 134 0.19 12,382  17.98 5,929 8.61 68,877  109.00
19 22,508  57.2% 5,803 14.88 278 v.71 7,217 18.51 3,390 8.69 38,996  100.00
20 5,637 40.01 3,317 23.54 851 6.04 2,731 19.38 1,554 11.03 14,090 100.00
21 6,710 27.49 8,475  34.72 3,863 15.82 4,107  16.82 1,258 5.15 24,413 100.' 0
16-21 96,210  45.94 27,355 13.06 5,351 2.55 22,571 5.1 27,955 12,35 209,442  100.00

Source: OSEP State-Reported Data Produced by Ed/SEP pata Analysis System (DANS) October 1, 1988.




The number of students with disabilitics that exited the cducational system
decreased by 2 percent, from 213,525 students in 1985-86 to 209,442 students in
1986-87 (see Table 14), in part, reflecting a decline in the tecenage population.
The data show that, in comparison with the 1985-86 school ycar data, a student
exiting the system in 1986-87 was more likely to graduate with a diploma, and less
likely to graduate with a certificate. Some caution must be exercised in
interpreting these data, however, since some differences may be attributable to
State-by-State variations in reporting graduation data to OSEP.

Among all handicapping conditions, students with visual handicaps had the
greatest likelihood of graduating with a diploma (64 percent), followed by students
who are hard of hearing and deaf (60 percent), and students with learning
disabitities (55 percent). (See Table 15) Yet no disability category cvidenced
graduation rates comparable to the 71 percent graduation rates of nonhandicapped
students. Students with multihandicaps were least likely to graduate with a
diploma (14 percent), followed by students in the seriously emotionally disturbed
category (37 percent) and those with mental retardation (39 percent) (Table 15).

Thirteen percent of students with disabilities exiting the educational system
in 1986-87 between the ages of 16 and 21 graduated with a -certificate. The
largest percentage of those students were classified as deaf-blind (25 percent),
mentally retarded (24 percent), and hard of hearing and deaf (21 percent).
Students classificd as emotionally disturbed (6 percent) and multihandicapped (7
percent) were the least likely to graduate with a certificate (Table 15).

Special education students graduating with diplomas are most likely to do so
at the ages of 18 (43,144) and 19 (22,308} (Table 16). Studems receive
certificates in the greatest numbers at the age of 21 (8,475) and 18 (7,288)
(Table 16).

Survey data, parent reports, and school records from the OSEP NLTS show
that during school yecars 1985-86 and 1986-57, the majority of graduates (79
percent) in the study sample reccived a regular diploma. Approximately 20
percent of gra 'uates received cither a special diploma or a certificate of
completion. Consistent with OSEP data, the NLTS also reported the majority of
exiters as leaving secondary school by graduating (Table 17).18

18711 data from the OSEP NLTS are weighted. Because of the predominance
of students with learning disabilities in the population of sccondary students with
handicaps, the figure for all conditions is usually similar to the figurc for
students with learning disabilitiecs. For many of the outcomes discussed in this
chapter, the figures for the individual disability categorics differ substanvially
from the figure presented for all conditions.
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TABLE 17

Perceritage of Special Education Exiters Whio Graduate a/
and the Ciploma They Receive

Percentage of Graduates Recciving
+ Sample Size

Percentage of

Exiters Certificate of
Graduating Regular Diploma  Special Diploma Completion gxiters  Graduates
All conditions 56.2  (1.76)b/ 78.8 2.22)  10.1 €1.63) ¢ 3 (1.59) 3,045 1,308
Learning disabled 61.0  (4.14) 89.0 (3.9 4.6 (2.66) 5.0 (2.76) 533 239
Emotionally disturbed 41.8  (5.29) 88.2 6.23° 5.1 ( .25) 2.7 3.13) 334 103
Mentally retarded 48.9  (4.57) 52.2 (7.34)  24.6 6.33)  21.8 6.07) 459 178
Speech impaired 62.7  (6.36) 91.4 (5.64) 2.5 (3.14) 6.1 (£.81) 222 95
Visually inpaired 69.5  (5.40) 85.7 (5.88) 4.4 (3.35)  10.2 (4.94) 279 144
Deaf 7.8 (4.69) 73.8 (5.99) 8.7 3.84) 13.5 (4.66) 354 207
Hard of hearing 723 (5.56) 89.4 (5.38) 6.2 (4.21) 4.1 (3.46) 249 126
Orthopedically impaired 76.5  (5.30) 75.4 (7.98)  16.8 6.92) 7.2 4.79) 246 .
oOther health impaired 65.4  (7.82) 96.8 (5.. 2.0 (4.05) .6 (2.23) 142 4o
Mul tihandicapped 2.2 (6.79) c/ e/ 17.9  (1.73) 182 4
Deaf/blind ¢/ 1.8 6.32) / e/ 45 17

8/ wowpletion status is determined from parent reports and school records. Youth were exiters in the 1985-86 and 1986-87
school years. There is no significant difference in the dropout rate for these two years.

b/ Using & 2-tailed test, the sampling errors have been calculated at a 95 percent confidence level. Confidence limits are
included in pacentheses following each percentage. Example: the percentage of LD exiters graduating from schoo; may range with 95
percent conidense, between 56.9 nercent and 65.1 percent.

¢/ Too few .ases to report.

Source:  OSEP National Longitudinal Transition Study, SRI International, Deceber, 1988.
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Dropping Out of Special Education

For the 1986-87 school ysar, States reported to OSEP that one quarter of
the special =ducation school exiters were dropouts (Table 14). Fifty-five percent
of 16 year-old school leavers dropped out, as did 34 percent of 17 year-ol¢ school
leavers (Table 16).

More students who have serious emotional disturbances exited by dropping
out (42 percent), than by any other means. This is the only handicapping
condition for which more dropouts are reported than graduates (see Table 15).
Twenty-six percent of students with learning disabilities exited by dropping out.
Handicapping conditions with low percentages for exiting by dropping.out include
deaf-blind, multihandicapped, hard-of-hearing and deaf, and visually handicapped
students.

The NLTS, on a sample of 3,045 special education exiters, reported a
dropout rate of 36 percent for school years 1985-86 and 1986-87. Some of the
differences between OSEP’s dropout rate of 25 percent and the rate of 36 percent
reported by the NLTS can be attributed to the different age ranges for each set
of data. States currently report datz to OSEP for students aged 16 through 2I,
while the NLTS obtained data on students aged 15 through 26.

Also, it can be assumed that special education dropouts make up a large
percentage of the exits reported to OSEP by the States within the category
other reasons for exit. In general, this category reports students who are no
longer receiving special education services, but the specific reasons for their exit
is unknown, as well as special education students who died during the school
year. For school year 1986-87, States reported 27,955 students, or 13 percent, of
the school leavers within this category.

The dropout rates reported in studies done on the State and local level fall
into a range similar to these national studies. State studies have reported
dropout rates that range from 31 percent for mildly impaired youth in several
districts in Florida (Fardig, et al., 1985) and 34 percent in Vermont (Hasazi,
Gordon, and Roe, 1985) to 40 percent for special education students overall in
New Hampshire (Lichtenstein, 1988). In urban districts, the rates appear to be
higher. Dropout rates for youth with learning disabilities in urban areas have
been reported as high as 42 percent (Cobb and Crump, 1984), 47 percent (Levin,
Zigmond, and Birch, 1985), 50 percent (Edgar, 1987), and 53 percent (Zigmond and
Thornton, 1985).

Although special education students drop out of school at a higher rate than
their nondisabled peers (rates range from a low of i4 percent for the genec.
youth population as reported by the National Center for Educational Statistics, to
a high of 18 percent as reported by the U. S. Department of Labor), their reasons
for dropping out are largely the same. Poor acadecmic performance, presence of
a limiting condition, not liking school, and disciplinary problems arc cited as




major reasons why nondisabled students drop out of school (see Barro and
Kolstad, 1986; NCES, 1986a; Rumberger, 1983).

OSEP’s NLTS data provide similar findings for special education students
(Table 18). The reasons most commonly cited by parents for youth dropping out
of school are that they do not like school (30.4 percent) anc/or are not doing
well in school (28. percent). These findings are consistent with recent studies of
special education dropouts in California (Jay and Padilla, 1987) and Florida
(Project Transition, 1986). In the California study, educators described special
education dropouts as students whe were failing in school, were not well
integrated socially, had poor attendance, and did not see school as relevant to
their lives. The NLTS reports other reasons specific to youth with particular
disabilities. Among youth with emotional disturbances, for example, behavior
problems are cited as the reason for 26.8 percent of such youth dropping out of
school. Health or disability-related problems are cited by parents of about half of
health impaired youth and about 40 percent of youth with multiple handicaps.

In addiiion to describing reasons for dropping out of school, research has
demonstrated several characteristics of youth and their families that relate to the
propensity to drop out. For the general youth population, research has
documented significantly higher dropout rates for males, youth from low-income
families, minorities, and youth in urban areas (see U. S. Bureau of the Census,
1987a and 1987b; NCES 1986a; U. S. GAO, 1986; Rumberger, 1983).

However, the NLTS reports that for special education students, gender does
a0t seem to be related to dropping out (Table 19). There is no significant
difference between males and females in their dropout rate (37.5 percent vs. 33.5
percent). Neither is there a significant difference based on ethnicity (Table 19).

OSEP NLTS findings also show that socioeconomic status, as measured by
household income and head of household education, is strongly related to the
dropout rate for youth with disabilities, as for nondisabled students (Table 19).
For example, the dropout rate is 42 percent among youth from families with an
income of under $12,000 per year but only 19.7 percent for those whose families
have an income of more than $25,000 per year. Similarly, 43.7 percent of youth
from households whose head was not a high school graduate drop out, compared
with 18.1 percent of youth from households whose head completed four or more
years of college. Youth in urban areas drop out at a significantly higher rate
than those in suburban areas; there is no significant difference between dropout
rates for rural youth and others.
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TABLE 18

Reasons Cited by Parents for Dropping Out of Secondary School
Among Youth with Oisabilities

Primary Handicapping Conditicn

Orthoped-
Learnirg Emotionally Mentally  Speech Visually Hard of Deaf/ ically Health Multi-
Reason for Dropping Out Total Oisabled Oisturbed  Retarded Impaired Impaired Hearing Deaf Blind Irpaired Impaired handicapped
Percentage of youth reported by
parents to have dropped out of
secondary school because of:
- Pregnancy/chiltdbearing 7.8 8.9 5.8 6.7 0.0 24.0 34.2 15.4 o 0.0 2.0 0.0
w Poor grades, not doing wetl
in school 28.1 32.7 19.1 26.3 30.0 15.7 2.6 113 g 15.6 8.9 0.0
Wanting/needing a job 9.4 10.9 5.0 12.0 0.0 0.0 7.0 0 g 0.0 0.0* 0.0
Koving 1.2 0.0 .7 5.5 10.0 0.0 1.5 2.6 g 4.2 4.2 0.0
Didn't like school 30.4 31.2 32.3 24.9 8.7 29.9 5.6 38.6 g 21.5 19.6 17.9
Illness/disability 5.2 2.8 6.9 7.7 4.2 16.4 13.3 35 g 32.7 49.1 39.6
Behavioral proble. . 16.6 14.4 26.8 13.6 12.1 0.0 3.3 2.6 af 0.0 4.9 4.4
Didn't get program youth
wanted 3.3 5.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 5.3 3.8 2.6 g/ 0.0 0.0 10.3
Other 33.4 38.9 28.0 19.3 40.6 17.2 9.1  40.9 2o/ 34.4 18.5 50.3
(Humber of respondents) 363 88 92 &4 19 14 24 20 2 21 16 23

3/ MNurbers too small to report.

Source: OSEP National Longitudinal Transition Study, SRI International, Oecember, 1988; data collected in 1987.
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TABLE 19

Factors Associated with Dropping Out of Secondary School
for Youth with Disabilities

Percentage of Exiters

Individual/Family Characteristics Who Dropped QOut
Gender

Male 38

remale 34
Urbanicity

Urban 40

Suburban 29

Rural 36
Ethnicity

White 34

Black 36

Hispanic 44

Other 23
Household income

<$12,000 per year 42

$12,C00 to $25,000 per year 38

>$25,000 per year 20
Head of household education

Not a high school graduate 44

High school graduate 27

Some college courses or 2-year college degree 28

Coilege degree or more (graduate courses, graduate

degree) 18

Source: OSEP National Longitudinal Transition Study, SRI International,
December, 1988.
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Aging Out of Special Education

OSEP State-reported data for the 1986-87 school year show that 5,351
handicapped students left school because they had reached the maximum age for
which special education services are provided (Table 14). This number of stuc...is
represented about 3 percent of the tctal exiting population and includes students
ages 17 to 25. Predictably, most students "age out" of the system (i.e., reach the
maximum age) during their 20th o+ 2ist year (see Table 16). The percentages of
students aging out of school, by handicapping condition, are highest for students
who are deaf-blind, mentally retarded, and multihandicapped at 15 percent, 6
percent, and 4 percent, respectively.

While Federal funds are available to students in special education programs
turough the age of 21, State mandates for upper age limits for special education
service eligibility vary widely (see Table 20) (NASDSE, 1988). The majority of
States (23) provide special education services through the age of 20 (up to age
21), or through the age of 2l (22 States). In most States, if students with
handicaps complete their prescribed program by graduating, receiving a
certificate of completion, or otherwise meeting State established criteria for
program completion -- eligibility for special education terminates, even if the
student has not reached the maximum age. Additionally, in some States, services
to students with handicaps may extend beyond the mandated age if districts also
serve nonhandicapped students to a later age.

Anticipated Services

Section 618(b)(3) of the EHA requires OSEP to report data on the number of
types of anticipated services for handicapped children and youth exiting the
educational system. States reported that approximately 34 percent of the
anticipated services will be needed by students with mental retardation.
Approximately 32 percent and 19 percent of the anticipated services will be
needed by exiting students with learning disabhilities and emotional disturbances,
respectively. Fewer than 5 percent of <ae services that the States have
anticipated will be needed by exiting students in the speech or language impaired,
other health impaired, visually handicapped, or deaf-blind exiting -categories (see
Appendix A, Table AEI).

The type of services most frequently needed for disabled youth leaving the
special educational system were vocational (Table 21). Vocational/training
services were the most needed service for students in the learning disabilities,
mentally retardation, multihandicapped, and visually handicapped categories who
were exiting the system in 1986-87. Vocational rehabilitation evaluative services
were identified as most needed by exiting students with speech and other health
impairments. And, vocational placement was identified as most nceded by students
categorized as orthopedically impaired and hard of hearing and deaf. States
anticipated counseling as the service most needed by existing students categorized
as emotionaly disturbed or deaf-blind (see Appendix A, Table AEI).
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TABLE 20

State Mandates for Upper Age Limit
for Service Eligibility (1988)

Children with hanAdicaps are eligible for special education and related services
through the ages listed below:

Through Age 17
Indiana
Through Age 18
Montana
Through Age 19
Mzine

Through Age 20

Alabama Arkansas
Colorado Delaware
Hawaii Idaho

Towa Kentucky
Louisiana Maryland
Minnesota Mississippi
Missouri Nebraska

New Hampshire North Carolina
North Dakota Oregon

Rhode Island South Carolina
South Dakota Wisconsin
Wyoming

Through Age 21

Alaska Arizona
California Connecticut
District of Columbia Georgia
Illinois Kansas
Massachusetts Nevada
New Jersey New Mexico
New York Chio
Oklahoma Pennsylvania
Tennessee Texas

Utah Vermont
Virginia Washington
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Table 20 (continued)

Through Age 22
West Virginia
Through Age 23/24:
None

Through Age 25
Michigan

Other

Florida - Children are cligible for 13 years of schooling beginning in kindergarten.

Notes:

1. In most States, eligibility for special education and related services
terminates upon graduation or program completion as defined in State policy (e.g.,
fulfillment of IEP goals and objectives, or receipt of special diploma or certificate
of completion). If a student does not graduate or complete the program,
eligibility continues through the age indicated.

2. In most States, students who are still in a program when they reach the
upper age limit remain eligible to receive special education and related services
through the end of that school term or year.

3. In most States whose upper age mandate is lower than the Federal
mandate (through the age of 21), States may permit the continuation of services
beyond the age mandated using Federal and local funds.

Source: NASDSE/Forum, Fall, 1988.
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TABLE 21

Types of Services Anticipated to be Needed in 1987-88
by Students Aged 16 Years and Older Exiting the
Educational System During School Year 1986-87

1987-88

Service Type Number Percentage
Counseling/guidance 64,631 14.0
Transportation 19,627 4.3
Technological aids 8,269 1.8
Interpreter services 2,550 0.6
Reader services 4,795 1.0
Physical/mental restoration 11,181 24
Family services 24,153 5.2
Independent living 23,511 5.1
Maintenance 19,212 4.2
Residential living 11,574 2.5
Vocational training 75,229 16.3
Postemployment services 26,190 5.7
Transiticnal employment services 35,247 7.7
Yocaticnal placement 66,879 14.5
Evaluation of vocational rehabilitation

services 57,648 12.5
Other services 9,538 2,1
Total 460,234 100.0

Source: OSEP State Reported Data Produced by ED/SEP Data Analysis
System (DANS) October 1, 1988,




States have reported several problemis in collecting anticipated services data.
One critical problem is that often the data are supplied by secondary school
teachers who may be unfamiliar with adult services. To improve the data on
anticipated services, OSEP has funded the American Institute for Research and
the Rescarch Triangle Institute to develop alternative approaches to data
collection. These projects are exploring ths possibility of asking teachers to
supply data on characteristics of exiting students. The services nceded by the
students will then be inferred fiom the descriptive information supplied by the
tcachers.

Participation in Postsecondary Education

Data from the OSEP NLTS provide, for the first time, information on
postsecondary course taking for the special education population. The study
reports that fewer than 15 percent of special education exiters who have been out
of secondary school one to two years participated in postsecondary education or
training in the previous year (see Table 22). There is no significant difference in
participation between youth out of secondary school less than one year and those
out of school longer. Vocational or trade schools are the most commonly
attended postsecondary institutions, with 8.1 percent of exiters reportedly enrolled
in the year before they were interviewed. Almost 6 percent attend a two-year or
community college, while only 2 percent attend a four-year college or university.

These figures are significantly below the postsecondary education
participation rates for the general youth population. Two years after leaving high
school, 56 percent of the sophomore cohort of the High School and Beyond study
(Jones, et al., 1986) were involved in postsecondary education or training. The
institutions most commonly attended by nondisabled students are four-year
colleges (28 percent), followed by two-year colleges (I8 percent). Only for
vocational or trade schools does the rate of participation by youth with
disabilities approach the rate of other students (10 percent). Because participation
rates in postseccondary education are significantly higher for high school graduates
than for dropouts (21 percent versus 5 percent), the relatively higher dropout rate
for special education students contributes to the relatively lower rate of
postsecondary education participation.

Data from the NLTS show that when special education students do attend
postsecondary educational institutions, they do not do as well as nondisabled
students, as measured by the grades they receive. Parents report that 26
percent of youth with disabilitiecs earn mostly As or Bs in their postsecondary
cducation, compared to 52 percent of nondisabled students (Jones, ct al., 1986).
Among youth with disabilities, 26 percent carn less than a C average, compared
with 5 percent of nondisabled students.

v
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TABLE 22

Postsccondary Education Participation of 1985-86
Special Education Exiters

Percentage of 1985-86 Exiters Taking Coursa>s From

Any
Postsecondary Vocational/
Handicepping Condition institution Trade School 2-Year College  4-Year College  Sample Size
All conditions 4.8 (1.95)n/ 8.1 (1.50)y/ 5.9 (1.30)s 2.1 (0.7 1,265
Learning disabled 16.7  (4.67) 9.6 (3.6 6.9 (3.1 1.8 (1.68) 245
Emotionally disturbed 11.7  (5.50) 8.8  (4.85) 4.1 (3.40) 1.3 (1.94) 131
Mentally retarded 5.8 (5.58> 4.3 (3.10) 1.2 (1.67) 6 (1.18) 164
Speech impaired 29.3  {9.7™ 7.0 (5.4 19.3  (8.49) 8.3 (5.94) 83
Visually impaired 42.1 (9.23) 2.9  (3.14) 3.2 (6.1 27.5 (8.34) 110
Deaf 38.5  (7.69) 7.0 (4.03) 19.0  (6.20) 15.2  (5.67) 154
Hard of hearing 30.1 (8.95? 11.6 (6.25) 12.7  (5.49) 7.0 (4.98) 101
Orthopedically impaired 28.0  (8.47) 9.0  (5.40) 10.4  (5.76) 9.5 (5.53) 108
Health impaired 30.7  (11.21) 13.2  (8.23) 12.1  (7.93} 7.6 (6.44) 65
Hultihondicapped 3.8 (4.2 9 2.1 4.0 (4.38) .2 (1.00) 7
Deaf/blind 8.3  (10.41) 8.8 (10.69) 0.0 - 0.0 - 27

8/ Using a 2-tailed test, the sanpling errors have been calculated at a 95 percent confidence level. Confidence
limits are included in parentheses following each percentage.

Source: OSEP Hational Longitudinal Transition Study, SR! International, December, 1988.
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THE EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND OUTCOMES OF YOUTH WITH
HANDICAPS WHO ARE IN TRANSITION

The significant unemployment azd underemployment of youth and adults with
handicaps in the United States have major implications for their personal futures,
as well as for socicty as a whole. Thaec 1978 Survey of Disability and Work (U.S.
HHS, SSA, 1978), a national study on the work status of persons with disabilities,
reported that among 22 million persons aged 18 to 64 who were estimated to have
work disabilities in the summer of 1978, 12 million were aot in the work force.
Of the 10 million handicapped persons in the labor force, the unemployment rate
was 7 percent, compared with 4.5 percent for the nonhandicapped population.
Additionally, part-time and part-year cmployment were more common among
employed disabied persons than among the nondisabled population.

Recent data from the NLTS and findings from several follow-up studies
focusing on the special education population, highlight the .importance of the
employment of youth while still in secondary school as well as the role of
employment for youth who are no loager in secondary school.

Employment of Youth in Secondary School

For students with disabilitics, having paid cmpioyment during secondary
school has a strong reclationship to the ability to obtain a paid _ob upon leaving
school (Hasazi, ct al., 1985). According to OSEP’s NLTS, paid employment is a
common experience for youth while they are still in secondary school: 42 percent
of youth with disabilitics are reported by parents to be holding some kind of a
paid job, including paid work study, sheltered workshop, or competitive
employment (see Appendix C, Table C.3). This figure is similar to the 44 peicent
of the general population of in-school youth who were employed during a one-
month period!® {US. Burcau of Labor Statistics, 1986). Among in-school youth
with disabilitics, about 7 percent have paid work study jobs, 27 percent nave
part-time compctitive employment, and 8 percent of youth work full time in
competitive employment (see Appendix C, Table C.3). Youth with orthopedic or
multiple impairments are significantly less likely to have paid employment while
in secondary school than youth with milder disabilities.

Among cmployed in-school youth with disabilities, 23 percent work fewer
than 10 hours per week and 25 percent work 35 or more hours per week.
Empioyed in-school youth are most likely to be working at lawn work or odd
jobs (18 percent); as waiters, busboys, or cooks (17 percent); at babysitting or
child care (12 percent); or at other manual labor, including sheltered workshop
activitiecs (30 percent). Their average pay is $3.48 per hour, just above minimum

19The figure for the general population of youth covers a one-month period
{October 1985). National Transition Study figures include summer employment; if
fall employment had been casured, lower employm nat rates may Lave been found.
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wage at the time of the interview, however, 25 percent of in-school youth earn
less than $3.00 per hour. On average, the longest job they have held lasted 10.3
months.

Employment of Youth No Longer in Secondary School

When youth leave secondary school, employment takes a more central role
for a greater proportion of youth. NLTS data reveal that, as expected,
out-of-school youth are significantly more likely than those still in secondary
school to be working for pay. However, even after leaving secondary school,
fewer than half of youth with disabilities find competitive paid jobs (this does not
include p.id work-study jobs or paid sheltered employment). Overall, 23 percent
of youth with disabilities who have been out of school less than one year work
part time for pay and 22 percent work full time (see Appendix C, Table C.4).
Employment rates are not significantly different for youth who have been out of
secondary school more than one year; 17 percent have part-time paid jobs and 29
percent work full time for pay, as shown in Table 23.

The finding of the NLTS that only about half of disabled youth out of
secondary school more than one year are working for pay is similar to an
employment rate of 50 percent reported in an early study of special education
exiters in Washington (Gill, 1984) and to rates approaching 60 percent reported in
studies in Colorado and in Washington (Mithaug and Horiuchi, 1983; Edgar, Levine
and Maddox, 1986). The rate of full-time employment found in the OSEP
Longitudinal Study (29 percent) is also similar to rates in studies of special
education exiters in Colorado (32 percent; Mithaug and Horiuchi, 1983), and
marginally lower than reported by studies in Vermont (37 percent; Hasazi,
Gordon, and Roe, 1985) and Virginia (42 percent; Wehman, Kregel, and Seyfarth,
1985).

Employment levels for youth with disabilities nationally are markedly below
employment rates for nondisabled youth. In the general population of youth 16 to
21 years of age and not in secondary school, 62 percent work for pay (Borus,
1984), compared with 46 percent of youth with disabilities as reported by the
NLTS. Only among youth with learning disabilities does the employment rate (57
percent employed for pay) approach the level of their nondisabled peers.

According to NLTS data, several factors appear to relate to the propensity
to find full-time paid employment among disabled youth who have been out of
secondary school more than one year. Males are significantly more likely than
females to be working full time (sce Appendix C, Table C.4) as are youth in urban
areas compared with those in suburban communities. Youth who are white and
from families with higher incomes are also more likely to be employed full time.
However, there is no significant relationship between the educational level of the
head of household and youths’ full-time employment. High school graduates have
a significantly higher rate of full-time employment than those who age out or
drop out. Hence, the fact that the dropout rate for youth with disabilities is
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TABLE 23

Employment Status of Youth with Disabilities
Who Are Out of Secondary School
More than One Year

Percentage of Youth Working for Pay

Handicapping Condition Part Time Full Time Sample Size
All conditions 172 (2032 292 (245 1,326
Learning disabled 193  (4.90) 379 (6.03) 249
Emotionally disturbed 21.5 (6.90} 18.5 (6.53) 136
Mentally retarded il.6 (4.76) 19.8 (5.92) 174
Speech impaired 21.2 (8.64) 28.8 (9.57) 86
\;isually impaired 14.3 (6.48) 10.0 (5.56) 112
Deaf 147  (5.56) 23.6 (6.66) 156
Hard of hearing 22.6 (8.20) 229 (8.24) 100
Orthopedically impaired 12.6 (6.09) 1.3  (2.08) 114
Health impaired 14.9 (8.66) 13.9 (8.41) 65
Multihandicapped 44 (394) 13 (218) 104
Deaf-blind 9.5 (10.49) 00 - 30

a/ Using a 2-tailed test, the sampling errors have been calculated at a 95
percent confidence level. Confidence limits are included in parentheses following

each percentage.

Source: OSEP National Longitudinal Transition Study, SRI International,

December, 1988.
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higher than that for nondisabled youth may translate into a reduced ability to
compete for full-time employment when disabled youth leave school.

The average wage for youth who have been out of school more than one
year is $4.35, as Table 24 shows. This figure is about $1.00 per hour above the
wages earned by in-school youth with disabilities. About 12 percent of youth
with disabilities continue to earn less than $3.00 per hour more than one year
after they leave high school, and about 21 percent earn more than $5.00 per hour.
These wage levels for youth nationally in 1987 are very similar to those reported
in Vermont for 1984; then, 75 percent of special education exiters in Vermont
carned less thar $5.00 per hour (Hasazi, Gordon, and Roe, 1985), compared with 79
percent for youth nationally in 1987. However, a study in Virginia showed that 75
percent of special education exiters in 1984 earned less than $3.00 (Wehman,
Kregel, and Seyfarth, 1985), compared to 12 percent for youth nationally in 1987.

There is only about a $1.00 ver hour difference in average hourly wage
between youth with milder handicaps and those who are more severely impaired.
For example, youth with learning disabilities average $4.63 per hour after one
year out of high school, compared with $3.68 for youth with mental retardation
and $3.39 for those with multiple impairments.

THE INDEPENDENT LIVING STATUS AND OUTCOMES OF
TRANSITIONING YOUTH WITH DISABILITIES

Definitions of independent living range widely, most often depending upon
the types and severity of the handicaps under discussion (Harnisch, Chaplin,
Fisher, and Tu, 1986). Rusch et al. (1985), for example, define independent living
as the transfer from dependeace on publicly supported programs to a reliance on
integrated commurity services. Kregel, Wehman, and Seyfarth (1985) define
independent living in terins of skills and activities that help to reduce the
dependence of the persons with handicaps on others. They emphasize that the
extent to which persons with disabilities are able to access ordinary community
services, for example, through transportation and shopping skills, and whether
they have the skills necessary for integration into the wider community, are
measures of their ability to function autonomously. Clowers and Belcher (1979)
propose to evaluate independent living over four subcategories: independence in
community mobility, in residence, in self-advocacy and self-management, and in
social-leisure activity. Comments each of these definitions, independent living
means that disabled persons can function within the framework of the community
in which they live.

Skill Level
The NLTS explores several aspects of the functional abilities and skills of

youth with disabilities, as reported by their jarents or guardians. One category
of skills includes three basic self-care activities: the ability to dress oneself,
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TABLE 24

Wagn~s Earned by Youth with Disabilities
Wi, Arc Cut of Secondary Sckool More
Than One Year and Working for Pay

Percentage Earning Hourly

Average Sample

Handicapping Condition  Hourly Pay <$3.00 >$5.00 Size
All conditions $4.35 119 (2922 210 (367 473
Learnirg disabled 4.63 7.6 (4.36) 25.0 (7.12) 142
Emotionally disturbed 3.94 16.3  (10.24) 124 (9.14) 50
Mentally retarded 3.68 24.7 (11.40) 11.5 (8.43) 55
Speech impaired 4.09 13.9 (10.72) b/ 40
Visually impaired 3.12 b/ 10.6 (10.84) 31
Deaf 4.08 34  (5.02) 6.6  (6.88) 50
Hard of hearing 4.08 6.5 (7.12) b/ 46
Orthopedically impaired b/ b/ b/ 21
Health impaire;d b/ b/ b/ 22
Multihandicapped b/ b/ b/ 11
Deaf-blind b/ b/ b/ -

a/ Using a 2-tailed test, the sampling errors have been calculated at a 95
percent confidence level. Confidence lim.ts are included in parentheses following
each percentage.

b/ Too few cases to report.

Source: OSEP National Longitudina: Transition Study, SRI International,
December, 1988.
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feed onmeself, and get around places outside the home. Parents were asked to
report whether youth perform these activities "very well,” "pretty well," "not very
well." or "not at all well" Assigning a value of 4 for "very well," decreasing to
I for "not at all well," parents rated the self-care skills on a summative scale
ranging from 3.to 12 (Table 25). Overall, 86 percent of youth perform ail three
skilis very well (that is, have a scale score of 12). However, this overall score is -
dominated by the prevalence of youth with learning disabilities in the disabled
population, youth who typically have no trouble performing these kinds of
activities. Scores are significantly lower for youth with other kinds of
disabilities. For example, only 52 percent of vouth with visual impairments and
42 pereent of youth with ortopedic impairmernts perform self-care skills very
well; the figure drops to 35 percent for youth with multiple handicaps and to 21
pereent for youth who are deaf-blind. (Scores for the components of the scales
repor*ed here are found in Appendix C, Table C.6.)

Parenis also rated youth on a set of abilities related to applying basic
mental procest;s to daily living. These functioaal mental skills included the
ability to look up telephone numbers and use the telephone, tell time on a clock
with hands, read and understand common signs, and count change. Scoring ranged
from 4 (ability to do each skili "very well"), to 1 (if youth did an activity "not at
all well"), producing a summative scale ranging from 4 to 16. These kinds of
functional mental skills clearly present more difficulty for youth in all disability
categories, as shown in Table 25. Overall, 40 percent of youth with disabilities
perform ai! 4 fuactionai mental skills very well fhave a scale score of 16). The
percentage of youth performing these skiils very well ranges from 55 pcrcent of
youth with spesch impairments and 50 percent of youth "with emotional
disturbances to 8 percent of youth with multiple impairments and 5 percent of
youth who are deaf-blind. Among the four skills measured by the scale, looking
up telephone numbers and using the telephone presents the greatest difficulty
(see Appendix C, Table C.7).

Residential Independence

OSEP’s National Longitudinal Transition Study data indicate that almost 95
percent of youth with disabilities who are still in secondary school live at home
with a parent, as is true for nondisabled youth (94 percent; US. Bureau of the
Census, 1987c). Youth who have left secondary school are more likely to leave
their parents’ home and establish other living arrangements. Among youth who
have been out of secondary school 1 year or less, 82 percent still live with
parents (see Appendix C, Table C.8); this figure drops to 69 percent of youth who
have been out of school more than 1 year.

These figures are very similar to the 68 percent rate of living at home
among special education graduates in Colorado (Mithaug and Horiuchi, 1983) and
are lower than the 82 percent rate reported by a study in Vermont (Hasazi, et
al, 1985). Longitudinal Study data show a higher percentage of youth still living
at home after high school than for nondisabled youth (50 percent of High School
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TABLE 25

Percentage of Youth Reported by Parents to Perform
Self-Care Skills and Functional Mental
Skills Very Well

Percentage Who Perform "Very Well"

Seif-Care Functional
Skills®/ Mental Skills®/ Sample Size
All disabled youta 864  (0.83)¢/ 404 (119 6,586
Learning disabled 95.4 (1.36) 46.0 (3.23) 912
Emotionally disturbed 94.1 (1.90) 49.7 (4.02) 593
Mentally retarded 67.4 (3.13) 22.5 (2.79) 860
Speech impaired 91.8 (2.53) 54.3 (4.59) 452
Visually impaired 51.6 (3.72) 21.5 (3.05) 695
Deaf 83.4 (2.68) 34.0 (3.41) 743
Hard of hearing 923  (2.04) 433  (3.78) 659
Orthopedically impaired 42.3 (3.86) 40.2 (3.83) 628
Other health impaired 65.3  (4.60) 484  (4.83) 411
Multihandicapped . 34.5 (3.94) 8.4 (2.30) 559
Deaf /blind 21.0  (9.28) 53  (5.10) 74

a/ Seif-care skills include dressize oneself, feeding oneself, and going
places outside the home, for example, to a neighbor’s house or a nearby park.
b/ Functional mental skills include looking up telephone numbers and using

the telephone, counting change, telling time on a clock with hands, and reading

common signs.

¢/ Using a 2-tailed test, the sampling errors have been calculated at a 95
percent confidence level. Confidence limits are included in parentheses following
each percentage.

Source: OSEP National Longitudinal Transition Study, SRI International,
December, 1988.
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and Beyond seniors still lived at home two years after leaving high school (NCES,
1986b).

As shown in Table 26, NLTS dats indicate that 17 percent of youth who
have been out of school more than one year have established an independent
living situation (live alone, with a spouse or roommate, in a college dormitory, or
in military housing). Youth with relatively mild impairments are more likely to
attain independent living status. For example, 22 percent of youth with learning
disabilities and 20 percent of youth who are deaf live independently, compared
with 9 percent of youth with mental retardation and about 3 .percent of youth
with multiple impairments or who are deaf-blind. For most categories of youth,
the percentage living independenily after wmore than one year out of school is
significantly higher than the percentage among youth who have been out of
school one year or less, suggesting a trend toward greater independence.

For youtk who are not already living independently, parents expect that the
majority of them eventually will live away from home, on ‘their own, without
supervision. Table 27 indicates that 78 percent of parents believe such youth
"definitely will" or "probably will" live independently in the future. When data
are analyzed by handicapping condition, expectations are significantly lower for
categories of youth whose skill leveis are lower, as demonstrated in earlier tables,
including the multiply handicapped, mentally retarded, and orthopedically and
health impaired. Even among youth with Ilearning disabilities, speech
impairments, and who are hard of hearing, from 10 tc 15 percent of parents doubt
that the youth will be able to live independently, without supervision. If these
expectations accurately reflect the youths® futures, a question is raised as to
whether there will be alternative living arrangements for these youth in later
years as their parents age and the youth are no longer able to live at home.

Financial Independence

According to data from the NLTS, among youth with disabilities who are still
in high school, a large majority are becoming responsible for their 6wn money
(see Appendix C, Table C.9). Among in-school youth, 76- percent receive an
allowance or other money they control. Only among youth categorized as
multihandicapped, or deaf-blind, does this percentage fall below half the youth in
a disability category.

Among out-of-school youth, only 41 percent have a savings account, and
only about 6 percent of youth have a checking account or credit cards. More
than half the youth have none of these forms of financial responsibility,
regardless of their primary handicapping condition. These findings are similar to
a report of the Colorade study that only 7 percent of special education exiters
had a checking account (Mithaug and Horiuchi, 1983). Even when youth live
independently, the NLTS data reveal that more than cne in five still regularly
receive money for their living expenses from family members.

88

v
[}

F Y
.'“'ﬂ
h




TABLE 26

Percentage of Out-of-School Youth with Disabilities
Who Live Independently

Percentage of Exiters
Out-of-School >1 Year Who

Handicapping Condition Live Independently2/ Sample Size
All disabled youth - 17.3 (2.00)/ 1,378
Learning disabled 22.0 (5.98) 255
Emotionally disturbed 15.1 (5.95) 139
Mentally retarded 9.2 4.19) 183
Speech impaired 13.2 (7.03) 89
Visually impaired +26.0 (7.91) 118
Deaf 20.2 (6.16) 163
Hard of hearing 16.6 (7.15) 104
Orthopedically impaired 11.8 (5.82) 118
Other health impaired 15.8 8.61) 69
Multihandicapped 3.1 (3.25) 109
Deaf/blind 3.4 (6.38) 31

a/ Independent living includes living alone, with a spousc or roommate, in
military housing, or in a college dormitory.

b/ Using a 2-tailed test, the sampling errors have been calculated at a 95
percent confidence level. Confidence limits are included in parentheses following
each percentage.

Source: OSEP National Longitudinal Transition Study, SRI International,
December, 1988.
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TABLE 27

Percentage of Parents Reporting Youth Are Likely
to Live Independently in the Future

Primary Handicapping

Condition Percentage?/ Sample Size
All disabled youth 78.4 (1.05)%/ 5,897
Learning disabled 90.0 (2.08) 798
Emotionally disturbed 84.3 (3.12) 522
Mentally retarded 52.1 (3.51) 778
Speech impaired 82.4 (3.80) 385
Visually impaired 71.2 (3.49) 648
Deaf 82.4 (2.87) 678
Hard of hearing ' 850  (2.91) 579
Orthopedically impaired 52.5 (4.16) 553
Other health impaired 583 (5.10) 359
Multihandicapped 215 (3.52) 522
Deaf/blind 18.6 (8.81) 75

a/ Percentage of parents of youth who are not already living independently
who report the likelihood that youth will live ‘away from home, on his/her own,
without supervision" in the future as “definitely will" or "probably will."

b/ Using a 2-tailed test, the sampling errors have been calculated at a 95
percent confidence level. Confidence limits are included in parentheses following
each percentage.

Source: OSEP National Longitudinal Transition Study, SRI International,
December, 1988.
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The NLTS also investigated the extent to which the families of handicapped
youth are financially independent or are receiving benefits or payments from
various public programs. Because 35 percent of femilies of youth with disabilities
report annual household incomes of less than $12,000 and another 33 percent have
annual incomes of less than $25,000, participation in public assistance programs is
common (see Appendix C, Table C.9). Overall, 53 percent of families receive
benefits from some public benefit program, with the highest participation rates
being in Food Stamps (24 percent) and Medicaid or similar government health
benefit programs (22 percent). Fourteen percent of families receive supplemental
Security Income (SSI) and 10 percent receive Supplemental Security Disability
Income (SSDI). About 12 percent of families received Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), and 11 percent receive public assistance.

Social Integration

Personal relationships and affiliations with groups that share common
interests enhance the quality of life. Table 28 presents data on several aspects
of social integration for youth with disabilities who are in secondary school, out
of secondary school up to one year, and out of school more than one year.

Among youth who are still in school, 43 percent belong to some kind of
school or community group, with sports teams being the most common kind of
affiliation. Group participation rates are highest for in-school youth who have
speech or visual impairments or who are deaf, and lowest for those who have
mental retardation, emotinzal disturbance, health impairmeats, or multiple
handicaps. (see Appendix C, Tables C.i10 and C.11). National Longitudinal
Transition Study data indicate that, overall, youth with disabilities maintain
group affiliations while in schocl at a significantly lower rate than their
nondisabled peers (High School and Beyond Study, NCES, 1986c).2°

Schools apparently provide an important context for group affiliations, which
drop significantly once youth leave school. Only 29 percent of youth out of
school up to one year and 19 percent of youth out of school more than one year
belong to a school or coinmunity group of any kind. This pattern of reduced
involvement for out-of-school youth holds for youth in all disability categories
(see Appendix C, Tables C.10 and C.11).

Involvement with individual friends appears to be more common than group
membership. About half of youth are reported by parents to get together with
friends outside of class 4 or more tifmes per weck, and only about 10 percent see
friends less than once per week. There are no significant differences in
involvement with friends between in-school and out-of-school youth. Youth with

20The Parent/Youth Survey for NLTS incorporated questions from NCES’s
High School and Beyond Study, in order to make comparisons between handicapped
and nonhandicapped populations more reliable.
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TABLE 28

Social Experiences of Youth with Disabilities

Secondary School Enrollment Status

Out of School Out of School
In School <1 Year > 1 Year
Percentage of youth
belonging to a school or
community group 430 (1.48)2/ 29.2  (2.49)2/ 187 (2.17)&/
: (number of
respondents) 4,297 1,281 1,243
’,
! Percentage of youth
getting together with
friends:;
Less than once/week 13.6 (1.04) 11.5  (L.79) 9.3 (1.67)
-1 Once a ‘week 10.9  (0.94) 11.4  {1.78) 11.7 (1.85)
] 2 to 3 times a week 253  (1.32) 282  (2.53) 31.0 (2.66)
- 4 to 5 tiines a week 166 (1.13) 143  (1.95) 14.8 (2.04)
More than § times a
week ‘ 33.6 (1.43) 346 {(2.67) 23.0 (2.70)
. (number of
respondents) 4,190 1,218 1,163
Percentage of youth who
. are:
Single, never married -- 97.3  (1.08) 87.6 (1.97)
Engaged -- 1.1 (0.69) 1.8 (0.79)
Married -- 1.3 (0.75) 104 (1.82)
Divorced/separated -- 4 (0.42) 2 (0.27)
(number of
; respondents) 871 1,078
Percentage of youth who
have ever been arrested 9.0 (0.86) 16.5 (2.03) 21.0 (2.26)
(number of
respondents) 4,299 1,280 1,245

, a/ Using a 2-tailed test, the sampling errors have been calculated at a 95
¢ percent confidence level. Confidence limits are included in parentheses following cach
percentage.

'*‘ Source: OSEP National Longitudinal Transition Study, SRI International,
December, 1988.




learning disabilities or emotional disturbances are most active with friends, and
those with orthopedic or multiple impairments get together least often with
friends.

For youth no longer in secondary school, a further measurc of social
infegration is marital status. Among youth out of school up to onc year, 2
percent are cngaged, married, or living with someonc of the opposite sex; this
figure increases to 12 percent of youth who have been out of school more than
one year. This compares with 8 percent of the general youth population (U.S.
Burcau of the Census, 1986c). There is some variation in marital status for
youth in different disability categories.

A final measure of social integration invelves the exteat .. which youth
with disabilitics arc arrested for committing crimes. Pcople are most likely to
cxperience arrest in the adolescent years; about 10 percent of all youth between
the ages of 15 and 25 nationwide have been arrested (Federal Bureau of
Investigation, 1986). Among youth with disabilitics who are still in school, 9
percent have been arrested. This figure increases significantly for out-of-school
youth: 17 percent of those out of school up to one year and 21 percent of those
out of school more than one yecar have been arrested. Much of this secemingly
high arrest ratc is attributable to youth with cmotional or behavioral problems;
among youth with emotional problems, 27 pecent of those who have been out of
school onc yecar or less and 44 percent who have been out of school more than
onc year have been arrested. Youth with learning disabilities have an arrest rate
generally equivalent to the total sample of youth with disabilitics. Arrest rates
for youth in other categorics who have been out of school more than one year
range from no arrests to about 14 percent.

SUMMARY

Some significant findings have emerged from this examination of OSEP’s
National Longitudinal Transition Study and other sources of data.

Education: The majority of special education students graduvate; morcover,
the majority who graduate do so with high school diplomas. These youths drop
out, however, at higher rates than the general youth population, and their
vulnerability to dropping out of school is directly linked to the sociocconomic
status of their families. Attendance in postsccondary school is considerably lower
than that of thc general youth population: one year after secondary school,
approximately 15 percent of youth with disabilities attend postsecondary
institutions as opposed to the 56 percent attendance rate of the general
population.

Employment: Only about half of youth with disabilitiecs who have been out
of sccondary school more than one year arc working for pay in competitive or
sheltered employment, compared with a 62 percent employment rate for the
general population. Males are more likely than females to obtain jobs, as are
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youth in urban areas. Youth from families with higher incomes are more likely to
be employed full time. High school graduates with disabilitics are significantly
more likely to obtain full time cmployment than those who drop out or age out.

Independent Living Skill: The majority of youth with disabilitics (86
percent) can perform self-care skills successfully. However, skills related to
applying basic mentai processes to daily living can be performed at the same level
of ability by only 40 percent of youth with disabilitics. Abilities in both skill
areas vary widely by handicapping condition. Almost 95 percent of youth with
disabilitics who are still in secondary school live at home Wwith a parent, as is
truc for nondisabled ycuth (94 percent). With cach year out of school, the
percentage  of  disabled youth still living at home declines significantly.
Independent living is more common for youth with mild disabilitics than with more
severe disabilitics. About 22 percent of parents of youths with handicaps doubt
that their children will ever be able to live indepcndently. More than half of
youths with disabilities do not have savings accounts, checking accounts, or credit
cards. Even when they live independently, more than one in five still regularly
reccive money for their living expenses from family members.  Among youth stii!
in school, 43 percent belong to some kind of school or community group; however,
this participation ratc drops by half after more than one year out of school.
About half the population of youth with disabilitics get together with friends four
or morc times per week, whether in school (outside of class), or out of school.

In the fall of 1990, the OSEP National Loagitudinal Transition Study will

collect additional data on the transitions of youth with disabilities from a new
round of the Parent/Youth Survey and from school records.
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CHAPTER V

PERSONNEL SUPPLY, DEMAND, AND NEED

In the ycars foilowing the passage of the EHA-B, the demand for special
cducation personnel has grown, as States and school districts began to deliver
increasingly varied and complex services to schooi-aged children and to extend
services to younger and older childien with disabilitics. The EHA Amendments of
1983 provided additional Federal discretionary monies to fulfill medel program
development for youths 18 through 21 years of age while the 1986 Amendmeoats
provided fiscal incentives to offer services to infants, toddlers, and preschoolers,
increasing the need for highly trzined personnel.

The supply of special education personnel is the number of tcachers and
other staff available for employment to meet the special educational needs of
students. The supply of available personnel at the beginning of any school year
consists of (a) personnel already employed who are holdovers from the previous
sckool year, (b) newly trained personnel available for employment for the first
time, (c) former personnel desicing to re-enter the service delivery system, and
(d) qualified individuals who are not cmployed, but who are cligible for
cmployment. Each of these categories includes both fully certified individuals and
those with provisional waivers or cmergency certification. The supply of
personnel hinges on retention, training, and recruitment.

The demand for special education personnel is the number of personnel
necessary to meet *the educational nceds of students. Demand is theoretically a
function of the number of students served and optimum pupil-to-staff ratios as
defined by States and school districts. However, demand is also influenced by
available funds, staff cosnfigurations, and service delivery models.

Need is defined as the difference between supply and demand when demand
exceeds supply--a shortage. Differances in State perscanel policies, regulations,
and decfinitions make the collection of comparable data very difficuli. Although
difficultics exist, the Congressionally mandated OSEP annual data collection
currently provides the only national data base with measures of personncl
cmployed and needed in special education. In addition, information on individuals
trained under OSEP personnel preparation grants provides data on a limited, but
important, part of the supply of special educators.

The primary purposec of this chapter is to present data on the number of
special cducation teachers and other personnel serving students with handicaps
and on the number of personnel trained under Part D of EHA as mandated by
Congress. In addition, in response to recent concern as to the quality, accuracy,
and comparability of State-reported personnel data, this chapter also explores
some recent cfforts to conceptualize and measure personnel supply, demand, and
need in special education. The chapter ends by precenting the findings of an
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OSEP study as to the validity, reliability, and comparability of data on personnel
needs, a problematic measurement issue.

A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR PERSONNEL NEEDS
Two Models of Need

It is far from straightforward or simple to conceptualize and measure such
entities as personnel supply, demand and need. T™is section presents the recent
thinking of several scholars on estimating personnel needs.

The Office of Special Education Programs has been examining conceptual
frameworks for special education supply and demand that described factors
affecting the need for teachers and related services personnel. © A framework is
useful for illustrating the types of data that are necessary to examine supply and
demand issues. One framework devcioped by Smull and Bunsen (1988) includes
two quantitative models: a prevalence-based model and a market-based model.
While both models use the same data elements to determine supply, each projects
demand somewhat differently. The prevalence-based model (Figure 10) bases
demand on the number of certified teachers required to meet educational needs
given the current and projected prevalence of special education students. The
market-based model (Figure 11) bases demand on the number of funded teaching
positions zavailable. Both models account for such factors as additions to and
attrition from the personnel force, changes in the number of students served,
funding levels, and current counts and projections of the number of certified and
uncertified personnel. Addition components include: (a) newly trained personnel;
(b) previously uncertified personnel who become certified; and (c) returning
personnel.  Attrition encompasses both personnel who leave the education system
and those who take other positions within it. Smull and Bunsen (1988) provide
formulas that define the relationships between these various elements of the
model.

The models thus perform several funciions. First, they provide a common
framework for discussion of need and the clements that determine it. They also
provide a basis for analyzing the interrelationships of these data clements and the
affects of changes in their values. The models alsc allow for "what if"
questions--that is, allow users to assess the effects of changing a key element.
They also provide a mechanism to review and evaluate avaiiable data sets and
measures of the key elements. Finally, these models permit the projection of the
need for special education teachers.

Each of the two models lends itself to certain applications. The prevalence-
based model projects the demand for certified personnel where changes in the
number of students are anticipated, or compares the demand for personnel across
jurisdictions. Prevalence-based projections are made independently of funding
levels. The market-based mode! of need provides an immediate benchmark for
comparing the demand with currently funded supply. A school system can use the
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FIGURE 10

Projectiing The Need For Special Education T .chers
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FIGURE 11

Projecting The Need FFor Special Education Teachers
A Market-Based Model
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two models together to compare the number of personnel positions funded with
personnel need based on prevalence of students, and thus, the additional funding
required to meet current and projected need.

The mocels may be used separately for diffcrent handicapping conditions,
applied to an entire State or region, or used to create national estimates of need.
When a shortage or need is identified, the framework helps educators weigh the
factors causing the shortage and assess the effects of various possible solutions.
In addition, this framework can be used to assess the impact of future changes in
the number of students served, -changes in certification policies, or the adoption
of a new special education degree program at a nearby university. Finally, the
framework allews decision-makers te compare the relative effectiveness of various
policies in addressing shortages in special education personnel. For example, if
policymakers want to address a shortage by increasing the number of newly

“certified teachers, they might assess the effects of creating noncategorical

certification requirements on the supply of personnel: this would increase the
number of additions, which in turn increases the projected supply (that is, the
number of teachers available).

Measurement Issues

One key to utilizing this framework is the measurecment of all elements of
cach model. Smull and Bunsen (1988) notc that "as quantitative models, their
ability to explore and .explicate the key factors in determining need is limited by
the quality and the availability of the data needed for each of the elements.”

The utility of the framework depends on the availability of the data needed
and the quality of the data used. Collecting data on such complex parameters as
the supply and demand for personnel can be prohibitively expensive and time
consuming. Consequently, some researchers have suggested substituting simple,
easily collected measures that, although less precise, are less onerous to obtain.
For example, Lauritzen proposes adopting the number of new emergency licenses
as the best single measure of current teacher nced (University of Wisconsin,
1988). He considers this measure an efficient means of assessing teacher
shortages and argues that the number of newly issued emergency certificates
encompasses a host of other factors, including changes in student populations,
funding levels, and turnover rates, which are difficult and expensive to measure
independently. Campeau and Appleby (1988) recommend using the number of
pudgeted unfilied vacancies as the best single measure of current, critical need;
however, they supplement data on vacancies with information on underqualified
personnel.  The study uses measures of need that elaborate on qualitative
measures that are often difficult to obtain.

Conceptual and practical difficultics multiply when we attempt to compile
national estimates of personnel, supply, need, and demand. Data on special
education personnel are reported yearly by local officials and are compiled at the
State and Federal levels for OSEP.
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Three measurement problems are: (a) variation among States in definitions
and policies; (b) the differences in level at which data are collected; and (<)
biases introduced by data collection methods. In addition, State and local
autonomy in the provision of educational services make data collection difficult.
Definitions of handicapping conditions vary among States, as do certification
policies, waiver request procedures, and funding mechanisms. These differences
make State-to-State comparisons problematic. Accurate regional and local figures
are necessary to plan effectively for changes in the supply and demand for
personnel.  Attrition rates, the supply of new and returning teachers, specific
educational needs and other clements in the framework vary f.om place to place.
National estimatecs are needed to target Federal prioritics of personnel training
and for assessing interstate needs and solutions. Communication may break down,
however, in the reporting of these data duc to the differences noted above,
leading to confusion in measurcment.

As a final consideration, the mcthod used to collect data can affect its
validity and reliability. The study of personnel-nceded data collected by OSEP
(Decision Resources Corporation, 1988), reported later in this chapter, probes
these issues for personnel-needed data.

PERSONNEL SUPPLY

The supply of special education personnel is the number of teachers and
other personnel available to provide services t¢ students. Various factors increase
or decrease personnel supply, all of which must be considered when assessing
actual supply. To make such assessments, decision makers tend to rely on the
most readily available data, generally, the number of persons occupying positions
in schools plus the number of newly trained personnel. However, counting
personnel employed and trained permits only a limited assessment of personnel
supply. Such counts do not reflect a complete picture of the total supply of
available, cligible, or potential personnel, nor the impact of demand on the
personnel supply (Dccision Resources Corporation, 1988; Campeau and Appleby,
1988). Data on fully eligible personnel interested in employment, new arrivals to
the region, State or district, and personnel who intend to return to the work
force are missing from these counts.

In addition, a number of mediating forces influence the rate at which these
counts change (i.e, retirement ratcs, attrition of current personnel). Supply is
affected by the number of personnel who are working out of their arca of
certification; the number of personnel who hold temporary, provisional, or
emergency certificates; and the size and availability of a reserve pool of potential
personnel.  University and State training efforts and local retraining programs
affect supply, as well.

And finally, supply is also affected by numerous demographic or geographic
factors, including type of school district (whether urban, rural, suburban), that
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have been shown to play a role in the recruitment and retention of other school
personnel. Attempts to measure supply are limited by a lack of information about
the extent to which such mediating forces affect the counts. Another problem is
a lack of basic data on the characteristics of special education personnel.
Haggstrom, Darling-Hammond, & Grissmer (1988) point to a multitude of complex

factors at the locai, State, and Federal level which interact and affect attempts
to measure personnel supply. They propose that any assessment of supply
requires--at a minimum--a profile of basic data on age, qualifications, and
assignments of teachers, as well as data on the components of the supply pool
from which current teachers came, and when they entered the teaching force.

Holding such measurement issues in abeyance for the moment, this section
provides data on the numbers of special education personnel participating in
training programs in FY 1987 supported in whole or in part by OSEP’s Division of
Personnel Preparation Grants. It then presents State-reported data on personnel
employed in the 1986-87 school year.

QSEP Special Education Personnel Training

OSEP’s Division of Personnel Preparation (DPP) makes grants to increase the
supply of available special education personnel. Training grants for personnel
preparation were authorized in 1970 under Part D of the EHA to increase the
number of fully qualified personnel available to provide education and related
services to handicapped children and youth. With appropriations exceeding $60
million annually since FY 1985, the bulk of program monies go to support
personnel training efforts in the nation’s colleges and universities. The program
supports training for personnel in areas of critical shortages.

Decisions to award grants for personnel training are based, in part, on
information relating to the present and projected need for personnel, based on
identified regional, State, and national shortages. The Office of Special Education
Programs reviews proposals submitted for grants for personnel training on
technical merit, capacity to train qualified staff, and on the basis of identified
personnel training needs. The grants are awarded competitively; the types of
personnel trained with DPP funds depends on the types of projects submitted and
the success of these projects in the competitive process. All grantees supported
by OSEP submit data on students enrolled. Grantees that received training funds
for FY 1987, and had completed one yearly cycle budget period as of November

1988, were sent a self-report data collection request; nearly 90 percent

responded.

According to grantee data, 15,339 persons were enrolled as part-time or full-
time students in preservice training in FY 1987. The largest portion (22.60
percent) we.e training to be cross-categorical educators; other types of personnel
such as medical personnel, nurses, interpreters, and the like accounted for 14.96
percent; teachers of students with learning disabilities accounted for 14.71
percent; and speech-language pathologists, 12.46 percent. (Seec Table 29.) The
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TABLE 29

Number and Distribution of Part- and Full-Time
Students Enrolled in Preservice Training Funded by
DPP During FY 1987

Percentage
of All DPP-

Number of Funded
Category of Training Students Students
Audiologist 262 1.71
Adaptive physical education 582 3.79
Cross-categorical education 3,467 22.60
Deaf education 322 2.10
Deaf-blind education % 0.63
Emotionally disturbed education 761 4.96
Hard of hearing education 152 0.99
Learning disabled education 2,256 14.71
Mentally retarded education 659 4.30
Multihandicapped education 295 1.92
Occupational therapist 90 0.56
Orthopedically impaired education 30 0.20
Other health impaired education 31 0.20
Physical therapist 75 0.49
Psychologist 114 0.74
School social worker 226 1.47
Speech language pathologist 1,911 12.46
Supervisory administrator 181 1.18
Therapeutic recreation therapist 336 2.19
Paraprofessional 766 4,99
Visually handicapped education 220 1.43
Vocational education 213 1.39
Other personnel?d/ 2,294 14.96
Total . 13,339 169.00

2/Examples of "other personnel” includes medical personnel,
nurses, and interpreters.
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largest proportion of the 3,389 students receiving degrees were trainees for
programs for cross-categorical educators (22.10 percent) followed by speech
language pathologist (14.72 percent), other personnel (13.78 percent), and learning
disabilities (12.04 percent).?! (See Table 30.) For the 3,404 students whose
training was supported in part by DPP grants, and who were either receiving or
were being recommended for State or professional certification, the largest
proportion were trained as cross-categorical educators (23.62 percent), followed by
other .professionals including medical personnel, nurses, interpreters, and the like
(14.72 percent), teachers of learning disabled students (14.19 percent), and speech
language pathologists (11.46 percent). (See Table 31.)

Personnel Employed

The OSEP State-reported data on employed personnel are counted as of
December 1 of each year in full-time equivalents (FTE) (or fractions thereof)
according to teaching assignment. For example, if a teacher works with students
diagnosed as emotionally disturbed in the morning and with those diagnosed as
learning disabled in the afternoon, the teacher is counted as a .5 FTE teacher of
the learning disabled and a .5 FTE teacher of the emotionally disturbed. States
report numbers of teachers according to the handicapping condition of the
students they serve and also by the setting in which they teach (resource room,
regular classroom, or itinerant/consulting). States report the numbers of staff
other than teachers by profession (physical therapist, psychologists, etc.). For
State-reported counts of speciax education personnel employed for the 1986-87
school year see Appendix A, Table ACI.

Counts of special education teachers employed in 1985-86 and 1986-87 are
presented in Table 32. States and Insular Areas reported that the number of
special education teachers employed increased from 291,954 to 296,196, or by
approximately 1.5 percent from 1985-86 to 1986-87. Teachers of learning disabled
students comprised 37.1 percent of all special education teachers in 1986-87, while
teachers of mentally retarded students represented 20 percent. The largest
percentage shifts from 1985-86 to 1986-87 by handicapping condition were for
teachers of deaf-blind students (down 20.3 percent) and teachers of visually
impaired students (up 10.5 percent).

21The number of students receiving preservice training, degrees, and
professional certification are different due to students leaving programs before
completing all work, the decision of some not to apply for certification, or
failure to complete all requirements for certification after recciving a degree, and
the like.
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TABLE 30

Number and Distribution of Students Who Received
Degrees During FY 1987 in Programs Funded by

DPP Grants
Percentage
of All DPP-

Number of Funded

Category of Training Students Students
Audiologist 81 2.39
Adaptive physical education 113 3.33
Cross-categorical education 749 . 22.10
Deaf education 145 4.28
Deaf-blind education 23 0.68
Emotionally disturbed education 188 5.55
Hard of hearing education 20 0.59
Learning disabled education . 408 12.04
Mentally retarded education 199 5.87
Multihandicapped education 70 2.07
Occupational therapist 43 1.27
Orthopedically impaired education 10 0.30
Other health impaired education 8 0.24
' Physical therapist 75 2.21
Psychologist 2 0.06
School social worker 39 1.15
Speech language pathologist 499 14.72
Supervisory administrator 70 2.07
Therapeutic recreation therapist 68 2.01
Paraprofessional 13 0.38
Visually handicapped education 44 1.30
Vocational education 55 1.62
Other personnel?/ 467 13.78

Total 3,389 100.00

~..

9/.Examples of "other personnel" includes medical personnel,
nurses, and interpreters.
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TABLE 31

Number and Distribution of Students Who Received State
or Professional Certification During FY 1987 in
Prograins Funded by DPP Grants

Percentage
of All DPP-

Number of Funded
Category of Training Students?/ Students
Audiologist 57 1.67
Adaptive physical cducation 112 3.29
Cross-categorical education 804 23.62
Deaf education 114 3.35
Dcaf-blind education 7 0.21
Emotionally disturbed education 218 6.40
Hard of hearing education 23 0.68
Learning disabled education 483 14.19
Mentally retarded 2ducation 217 6.37
Multihandicapped cducation 78 2.29
Occupational therapist 23 0.68
Orthopedically impaired education 1¢ 0.29
Other hecalth impaired education 1 0.03
Physical therapist 19 0.56
Psychologist 12 0.35
School social worker 37 1.09
Speech language pathologist 390 11.46
Supervisory administrator 91 2.67
Therapeutic recreation therapist 53 1.56
Teacher aides 18 0.53
Visually handicapped cducation 76 2.23
Vocational education 60 1.76
Other personnel?/ 501 14.72
Total 3,404 100.00

2/Includes students who received or were recommended for
certification.

b/Examples of "other personnel” includes medical personnel,
nurses, and interpreters, ctc.
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TABLE 32

Number, Distribution, and Percentage Change of
Special Education Teachers Employed by Handicapping
Condition, School Years 1985-86 and 1986-87

Percentage  Percentage
Change of Total
(1985-86 Employed

Handicapping Condition 1985-86 1986-87 to 1986-87) 1986-87

Learning disabled 111,427 109,762 -1.5 37.1
Speech and language impaired 39,747 39,481 -0.7 133
Mentally retarded 61,411 59,13§ -3.7 20.0
Emotionally disturbed 32,774 30,89) -5.7 10.4
Hard of hearing and deaf 8,200 8,599 4.9 29
Multihandicapped 9,078 8,425 -7.2 2.8
Orthopedically impaired 4,681 4,368 -6.7 1.5
Other health impaired 3,376 3,554 5.3 1.2
Visually handicapped 3,261 3,602 10.5 1.2
Deaf-blind 298 238 -20.3 0.1
Not categorized 17,701 28,139 59.0 9.5
Total2/ 291,954 296,196 1.5 100.0

-‘E/Componcnts may net sum to totals duc to rounding.
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States reported that 223,096 nontcaching staff were employed in 1986-87,
compared to 229,872 in 1985-86, a decrease of 3 percent. (Sce Table 33)
Teacher’s aides accounted for 53.5 percent of all non-tecaching staff. The largest
shifts in the employment of staff other than teachers were a 20 percent decrease
in the number of audiologists, a 24 percent decrease in the number of vocational
cducation teachers, and a 26 percent decrease in the number of diagnostic staff.
Categories with large percentage increases include SEA supervisors, occupational
therapists, and recreational therapists.

DEMAND AND THE NEED FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION PERSONNEL

Demand and nced are among the most problematic arecas in whick to make
estimates. The demand for special cducation personnel is determined by the
number of students in nced of services, the pupil-teacher ratio, budget allocations,
and several other factors. Need is defined as the difference between supply and
demand, and need will vary depending on the measure of demand used, for
example, prevalence-based or market-based (Smull and Bunsen, 1988). The term
"need" is a synonym for shortage; when a shortage occurs, demand exceeds
supply at the current market salary. The size of the shortage is determined by
the difference between supply and. demand at that point.

In the ficld of special education, however, market forces have not responded
to the increcased demand for personnel in the expected manner. Salaries have not
risen to increasc supply and thus climinate the nced. By providing emergency
certificates, many States have redefined surplus classroom teachers as special
education teachers, reinforcing the market perception that an increase in the
supply of teachers is not necessary (Sattler and Sattler, 1985).

From i market-based perspective, the demand for special education teachers
and other personnel is only indirectly ticd to personnel needs as defined by
numbers of studenss with disabilitics. Market-based demand reflects the number
of tcachers or other staff that school districts are able to employ at a particular
salary. According to Sattler and Sattler (1985) if funding is reduced, the demand
for personnel will decrease, regardless of need. However, changes in the target
population, such as increases in the number of younger children to be served, will
incrcase the demand for personnel, and to the c¢xtent that a surplus is not
available to meet that increased demand, nced will also grow.

Personnel Needed

The annual OSEP State-reported counts measure personnel neced using local
counts compiled at the State and then at the Federal level. These figures
represent the only annual national estimates of special education personnel need.
Counts of personnel anced have two components: (2) personnel nceded to fill
budgeted unfilled vacancies and (b) personnel nceded to replace less than fully
certified personnel. In addition, a separate count of teachers or staff nceded to
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TABLE 33

Number, Distribution, and Percentage Change of
Special Educat on Personnel Other Than Teachers
Employed, School Years 1985-86 and 1986-87

Percentage  Percentage

Change of Total
(1985-86 Employed

Type of Personnel 1985-86 1986-87 to 1986-87) 1986-87
Psychologists 16,313 16,725 2.5 1.5
School social workers 7,833 7,655 -2.3 34
Occupational therapists 3,120 3,530 13.2 1.6
Audiologists 961 766 <20.3 0.3
Paraprofessional 122,504 119,270 -2.6 53.5
Vocational education 5,782 4,406 -23.8 2.0
Work-study coordinators 1,989 1,857 -6.6 0.8
Physical egducation coordinators 5,931 5,614 -5.3 2.5
Recreational therapists 367 530 44.4 0.2
Diagnostic staff 8,624 6,347 -26.4 2.8
Supervisors 14,957 14,896 -04 6.7
Other non-instructional staff 31,164 31,431 0.9 14.1
Physical therapists 2,534 2,615 32 1.2
Cournsclors 6,308 5,645 -17.1 2.5
SEA supervisors 829 1,362 64.3 0.6
Total 229,872 223,096 -2.9 99.8

Note: For 1985-86 and 1986-87, the total npumber of personnel employed
does not cqual the sum of the individual personnel categories because the State of
Iilinois reported 156 and 444 "other instructional personnel" employed in these
years, respectively. Also, these are some slight differences due to rounding.
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improve services was collected for he 1986-87 school year.?? Like the personnel-
employed data, these figures are reported in full-time equivalents. Counts of
teachers needed are reported by handicapping condition, and staff other than
teachers are reported by profession. State-reported counts of special education
personnel needed for the 1986-87 school year are reported by State in Appendix
A, Tables ACI and AC2.

For 1936-87, States and Insular Areas reported that 26,798 udditional
teachers were needed to fill vacancies and replace uncertified staff. This figure
is cquivalent to 9 percent of all special cducation tcachers employed. Table 34
presents these figures for different handicapping conditions. As has been true for
several years, States reported that the greatest need, in absclute numbers, was
for tcachers of students with learning disabilitics, mental retardation, cmotional
disturbances, and speech or language impairments. Tnese four types of teachers
accounted for 82 percent of all teachers nceded. The number of teachers needed
for programs for the students with emotional disturbances equall. ~ 15 percent of
those cmployed. For programs serving students who are leaf-blind, the
comparable figure was 14.6 percent, for multihandicapped and other health
impaired, it was over 10 percent.

Table 35 presents counts of the nuinber of personnel other than teachers
nceded in 1986-87. The States rcported a need for 12,254 additional staff
members as compared to 13,712 in 1985-86. In terms of numbers of non-
teaching staff neceded, paraprofessional, occupational therapists and other non-
instructional st2ff are most needed. When compared to the number of personnel
employed, occupational therapists (36.7 percent of those employed), work-study
coordinators (20.9 percent of those employed), physical therapists (15.6 percent of
those employed) and recreational therapists {10.8 percent of those employed) were
most nceded.

Examination of the OSEP Personnel-Needed Data

To :ssess the validity, reliability, and comparability of the OSEP State-
reported data, Decision Resources Corporation (1988) conducted a study that
included interviews with State special education data manugers, local directors of
special education, and directors of intermediate cducation uaits. Using scveral
years of OSEP data, patterns of variability in rcporting were analyzed and
hypotheses concerning relationships between reports of personnel needed and
other rclated variables were examined.

The results of the study indicate that States us¢ three primary methods to
collect the personnel-needed data:

22The data will not be collected for future years.
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TABLE 34

Number and Distribution of Special Education Teachers Needed
by Handicapping Conditicu During Schoo! Year 1986-87

Number
Needed as a Percentage

Teachers Percentage of Total
Handicapping Condizion Needed of Employed Needed
Learning disabled 9,564 8.7 35.7
Speech and language impaired 3,019 7.6 11.3
Mentally retarded 4,880 8.3 18.2
Emotionally disturbed 4,650 151 17.4
Hard of hearing and deaf 631 7.3 2.4
Multihandicapped 910 10.8 34
Orthopedically impaired 326 7.5 1.2
Other health impaired 376 10.6 1.4
Visually handicapped 261 73 1.0 .
Deaf-blind 35 146 0.1
Not categorized 2,143 76 8.0
Total2/ 26,798 9.0 100.0

Note:  Personnel needed include: (1) number of vacancies that
occurred, even if subsequently filled; and (2) number of additional personnel
needed to fill positions occupied by noncertified or nonlicensed staff.

2/Componc:nts may not sum to total due to rounding.
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TABLE 35

Number and Distribution of Special Education Personnel
Other Than Teachers Needed During School Year 1986-87

Number
Needed as a Percentage
Personnel  Percentage of Total

Type of Personnel Needed of Employed Needed
Psychologists 834 5.0 6.8
School social workers 443 5.8 3.6
Occupational therapists 1,294 36.7 10.6
Audiologists 57 7.4 0.5
Paraprofessionals 5,695 4.8 46.5
Vocational education teachers 284 6.5 2.3
Work-study coordinators 388 20.9 3.2
Physical education coordinators 302 54 2.5
Recreational therapists 57 10.8 0.5
Diagnostic staff 413 6.5 34
Supervisors 579 3.9 4.7
Other non-instructional staff 1,120 3.6 9.1
Physical therapists 408 15.6 3.3
wounselors 303 54 2.5
SEA supervisors 65 4.8 0.5
Total2/ 12,254 5.5 99.9

Note: Personnel needed include: (1) number of vacancies that occurred,
even if subsequently filled; and (2) number of additional personnel needed to fill
positions occupied by noncertified or nonlicensed staff.

2/Components may not sum to total dve to rounding.
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¢  The vast majority of States send forms to local education
agencies (LEAs) for completion, and the State -educational
agency (SEA) collects and then compiles the data.

. Several SEAs abstract the data from State reports or use
estimation techniques to arrive at counts of personnel
needed.

° In a few States, the SEA sends forms to intermediate
education units (IEUs), which collect and compile the data
before sending them to the SEA for final compilation.

These methods of data collection have a substantial effect on the magnitude
and variance in reports of need. Specifically, SEAs that abstract data from State
reports or use estimation techniques show lower levels of year-to-year variance in
counts of personnel needed, exclude more of the required components of need as
defined by OSEP, and consequently report less need relative to child couut than
SEAs coliecting data from LEAs or IEUs.

The number of different types of teaching certificates offered in a State
appears -to influence the magnitude of reported need. States with non-
categorical certification have a larger pool of qualified applicants to fill a given
vacancy than States with categorical certification, and thus tend to report lower
needs given their child counts, compared to States with categorical certification
requirements.

To ascertain the walidity of the personnel-needed data, correlation
coefficients were calculated between some of the personnel-needed counts and
other data available in the annual OSEP State data reports. (See Table 36.)
Several relationships were found among these variables. For example, the
relationship between number of teachers needed in 1985-86 and the teachers
needed in 1986-87 was examined; the correlation for the total number of teachers
needed in both years was .93. The levels of correlation varied when broken down
by handicapping condition. The highest correlations were for teachers of students
with emotional disturbances (35) and fov teachers of students with multiple
handicaps (91). The lowest corr.lation was for teachers of students with other
health impairments (.43). Correlations far needed nonteaching staff in 1985-86
and 1986-87 ranged frem .01 for work-study coordinators to .81 for physical
education teachers, with an overall correlation of .52.

A high negative correlation between the ratio of pupils to teachers needed
and pupils to teachers employed in 1986-87 would suggest that States with low
pupil-to-teacher-employed ratios reported needing fewer teachers, given the size
of their student population. (Table 36 provides the data by State used to
calculate these ratios.) However, this idea was not supported by the correlation
coefficient of .17.
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TABLE 36

TEACHERs EMPLOYED, TRACHERS NEZEDXD AND THE CHILOREN SERVED
UNDER EHA-B AND CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)

DURING THE 1986-87 SChO0L YEAR
CHILDREN  TEACHERS  TEACHERS

STATE SERVED EMPLOYED NEEDED

ALABAMA 91,23% 4,445 264
ALASERA 12,211 1,635 117
ARIZONA 53,219 3,052 281
ARKANSAS 48,222 2,759 376
CALITORNIA 391,217 22,011 163
COLORADO 49,515 3,537 370
CONNECTICUT 64,758 3,951 0
DELAWARE 15,275 1,112 49
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 7,114 664 73
FLORIDA 181,651 11,079 2,290
GEORGIA 93,229 5,974 2l
HAWAII 11,658 830 1€
IDAKO 16,640 913 154
ILLINOI3 248,169 23,067 156
INDIANA 105,978 6,610 590
ICWA 56,205 4,331 962
KANSAS 42,3713 3,113 32
KENTUCKY 73,711 4,440 729
LOUISIANA 73,852 6,493 1,072
MAINE 26,841 1,610 125
MARYLAND 90,294 5,191 262
MASSACBUSEZITS 143,636 6,814 540
¥iCAIGAM 161,446 11,657 445
MINNESOTA 82,407 6,579 0
MISSISSIPPI 55,683 3,443 512
MISSOURI 89,692 6,394 1,188
MONTANA 15,369 944 80
NEBRASKA 36,171 1,847 50
NEVADR 14,743 982 100
NEW HAMPSHIRZ 16,323 1,384 343
NEW JERSEY 172,018 11,26¢ 466
HEW MEXICO 29,815 2,455 50¢
NZW YORX 252,981 28,722 5,24
KORTH CAROLINA 109,214 5,806 598
NORTH DAKOTA 12,279 906 80
OEIO 199,211 14,115 1,15
OKLAHOMA 65,285 3,182 227
OREGON 47,4987 3,745 208
PENNSYLVANIA 203,253 11,509 523
BURRTO RICO 39,858 2,127 107
RHODE ISLAND 19,527 1,193 22
SOUTH CAROLINA 73,282 3,996 830
SOUTH DAKOTA 14,034 694 131
TENNESSEE 96,423 4,470 241
TEXAS 301,222 17,870 1,100
. UTAR 42,811 2,063 195
VERMONT 1%,40% 705 g8
VIRGINIA 103,727 6,915 941
WASRINGTON 99,282 3,783 35
WEST VIRGINIA 47,555 3,185 1,185
SIYSCONSIN 76,067 6,368 776
W OMIKG 190,893 722 39
AMER7CAN SAMOA 178 1 2
GUAH 1,852 153 49
MORTHERN [ARIAYAS 585 56 68
TRUST TERRITORIES - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 124 - -
BUR. CF INDYAN ATFAIRS 5,366 290 84

U.S. 7, INCULAR AREAS 4,421,601 296,196 26,798
50 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 4,413,496 295,686 26,595

IFE PIGURES UNDER CHILDREN SERVED REPRESENT CHILDREN 0-21 YEARS
OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND CHILDREN 3-21
YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-B.

DAT: AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988,

SMACLIB(REPH10G)
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The relationships found were generally in the low to moderate range; there
are several possible explanations for these findings. Either the personnel-needed
data are not a completely accurate measure of need, the anticipated relationships
may be ton simplistic, or counts of personnel needed are more highly correlated
with such factors as funding levels, certification policies, geographic location,
method of data collection, and. other factors unavailable for analysis. As noted
previously, study findings indicate that the OSEF personnel-needed data are not
completely comparable by State due to different data collection methods.

OSEP is considering several options for improving the State-reported data
through technical assistance. First, OSEP will encourage those States currently
using estimation or abstracting data from State reports to collect their data from
districts or intermediate units. This will result in more comparable data across
States.  Second, OSEP will use seminars at the annual Conference on the
Management of State/Federal Data Systems to assist State special education data
managers in understanding the QSEP data specifications. Third, to further reduce
variance in reporting, OSEP will encourage States to send Federal forms and
instructions to school districts or intermediate units collecting ihe data. Fourth,
data may be further improved by a checklist of personnel-needed elements to be
distributed to SEAs; this checklist will enumerate those elements of need to be
included in OSEP counts. SEAs will be encouraged to include these lists in
reporting packages they send to LEAs and IEUs. Finally, OSEP will be preparing
& data dictionary for States to use ir collecting and reporting these and other
annually collected data.

CONCLUSIONS

Personnel supply, demand, and resulting need are priority concerns of special
educators as they move to serve new populations with disabilities. Although these
concepts are better defined than in the past, obtaining valid, reliable, and
comparable data on all of the clements that generate nced has not been possible
to date. Single indicators have been most commonly used to obtain data for
planning by States, school districts, universities, and the Federal government.
Although currently available information on supply of special educators is
fragmented and sometimes contradictory, efforts are underway to identify and
analyze factors affecting supply.
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CHAPTER VI

SPECIAL EDUCATION EXPENDITURES

BACKXGROUND

In the EHA amendments of 1983, Congress mandated a national study of
special education expenditures that would compile

current information available through State education agencies and local
education agencies and other service providers, regarding State and
local expenditures for educational services for handicapped students
(including special education and related services) and [gather]
information needed in order to calculate a range of per pupil
expenditures by handicapping condition.

In resronse to Congress’ request, the Office of Special Education _Programs
contracted with Decision Resources Corporation (DRC) to carry out a survey of
special education expenditures in 60 school districts across 18 States for the
1985-1986 school year. This survey was the first national study of special
education expenditures to reflect the full implementation of EHA-B, enacted 10
years earlier. An earlier major study of special education expenditures, conducted
by the Rand Corporation (Kakalik, et al., 1981), used data from the 1977-1978
school year, a time during which many States and localities were still adjusting to
the 1975 mandates contained in the EHA-B statute. (The DRC Expenditures’
Survey, however, does not reflect recent increases ‘n spending for preschool
programs that have occurred since the passage of EHA-H (P.L. 99-457) in the fall
of 1986.)

This chapter draws from the findings of the DRC Expenditures Survey.?3
The chapter addresses:

e Total spending for special education students.
® Variations in special education expenditures across programs

and services, types of providers, handicapping conditions, and
different types of districts.

2%The study also collected information on enrollments in special education
programs and related services, as well as on differences 1n the delivery of special
educaticn services. Comparable data in these areas, reflecting the 1985-1986
school year, have already been reported in the Ninth Annual Report to Congress
(US. Department of Education, 1987) and will not be repeated here. Complete
data from the study are presented in Patterus in Special Educativn Service
Delivery and Cost, by Mary T. Moore, E. Wiiliam Sirang, Myron Schwartz, and
Mark Braddock, Washington, D.C.: Decision Resources Corporation, 1988.
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° A summary Hf findings concerning preschool programs,

° The proportion of Federal EHA-B funds in total special
education expenditures.

. Special  versus regular  education  expenditures, including
components of regular and special education expenditures and
ratios of special education to regular education expenditures.

Approach

The survey used an ingredients approach to determine the average per-
pupil cost of educating pupils with handicapping conditions. Based on the
Resource Cost Model (RCM) developed . by Hartman (1979) and Chambers and
Parrish (1981), the DRC Expenditures Survey gathered detailed information about
the resources, pricing, and pupil enrollments of all special and regular education
programs and services provided to students in the districts sampled. Resources
were broken down into personnel, supplies, materials, equipment, energy, and
space associated with each program. These ingredients were subsequently
recombined to generate total cxpenditures for each program in each district.
Avcrage per pupil expenditures were obtained by dividing these total expenditures
by the number of students receiving a program or service.

The approach and definition of terms used in this chapter differ somewhat
from those used in the rest of this annual report. The following paragraphs
describe the sample which generated the results presented in this chapter and
clarify the usage of terms.

Sample. DRC surveyed 60 school districts in 18 States during the 1985-86
school year. These districts were selected through a stratified random sampling
design constructed to produce national estimates of costs and services. Districts
were stratified to provide a range of regions, State special education funding
approach, cnrollment size, metropolitan status,,and wealth (as measured by median
family income). Districts were stratified by metropolitan status and median
family income and then selected with probability proportional to enrollments.

Programs. The study specified five categories of special education programs
in which students with disabilities receive most of their special education:
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resource, self-contained, preschool, residential, and home/hospital.?4 All students
in the study were assigned to one of these program categories.

) Resource prozrams. These program servc students from age 6
through 21 for less than 15 hours per week. They include
special instruction provided in the regular ciassrcom as well
as instruction provided in resource rooms.

] Self-contained programs. These programs serve students from
age 6 through 21 for 15 or more hours per week. In the
DRC Expenditures Survey these programs include those -
provided in regular schools as well as those provided in
special day schools.

® Preschool programs. All programs serving children between
the ages of birth through 5, including at home and school-
based programs. Preschool programs range from 1| to more
than 15 hours per week.

° Residential programs. These programs encompass services for
students age 3 through 21 who are placed in any residential
home o: .institution whether public or privately operated.

] Home /hospital programs. These programs provide special
instruction to students unable to attend school because of
their disabilities or related conditions.

Supplemental services. The study also examined expenditures for services
that supplemented the special instruction that students received in their primary
placement programs. Termed supplemental services, these include special
vocational programs, sssessment, transportation, adaptive physical education, and a
range of related services such as occupational therapy, physical therapy,
speech/language pathology, psychological services, school health, social work, and
guidance and counseling. Students may receive more than one supplemental
service.

24The Office of Special Education Pros-ams placement categories are regular
class, resource room, separate class, separate school facility, residential facility,
and hom :bound/hospital environment. This study’s category of resource program
encompasses OSEP’s placement categoriss of regular class and resource room. The
category of self-contained program includes OSEP’s categories of separate class,
resource rooms that exceed half of a student’s day, and separate school facility.
OSEP’s categories are designed to report patterns of placement in the least
restrictive environment (LRE), whereas the categories used in this study attempt
toreflect features of programs that represent major cost categories for district officials.
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Throughout this chapter two conventions are used to report supplemental
services and the subset of supplemental services that Federal law and regulations
describe as related services. Under the first convention, all supplemental services
are listed individually. Under the second convention, the services of
transportation, assessment, adaptive physical education, and special vocational
programs arc listed separately along side of a catcgory that includes all other
related services.

Providers. The survey encompassed specizl education programs and services
provided directly by school districts as well as those provided by other agencies
or entities external to the district. These providers include: cooperatives (a
mandatory or voluntary consortium of districts organized to provide services under
a mix of administrative structures); other State and iocal agencies (such as special
State-supported day or residential schools; private schools; and purchased service
arrangements.

Support services. The survey also documented expenditures for district and
school-level support services. Included in this category were supervisory and
administrative personnel such as principals and program direcwors, curriculum
coordinators, community liaisons, attendance officers, research and evaluation
staff, and other roles that support the direct instruction and services provided to
individual children. Expenditures for support services were computed for both the
regular and the special education program. Support services for special education
include all administrative expenditures at the school and district level that
support the special cducation program. For example, the salaries of directors of
special education, child find staff, and principals of special schools are included in
the support services category. Regular education support services cencompass
such costs as those associated with research and cvaluation, the superintendent’s
office, routine achievement testing for all students, school principals, secretaries,
and attendance clerks.

SPECIAL EDUCATION EXPENDITURES

The DRC Expenditures Survey found many differences in the distribution and
delivery of special education services across service providers, instructional
programs, the handicapping conditions of the str *snts served, and among schcoti
districts. These enrollment and service variat.ons translate into considerable
variation in average per pupil expenditures for special education. The following
scctions report on these variations.

Overview of All Special Education Expenditures
An estimated total of $16 billion in public funds, or an average of $3,649 for
each student, was spent on special education programs during the 1985-86

academic year. This figure includes experditures for special education programs,
suppiemental services, including related services, and support services. In
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comparison, the Rand study estimated an average per pupil expen..ture of $1,726
for students’ special education during the 1977-78 school year (Kakalik, 1981).
The difference between these two figures, when adjusted for inflation, amounts to
a 10 percent increase in expenditures for special education over the eight-year
period between 1977-78 and 1985-86.

Figure 12 identifics the major cost components of the average per-pupil
expenditure of $3,649 spent for students’ special education. Nearly two-thirds (62
percent) of the funds spent nationally on special education are for direct
instructional program cxpenditures, such as salaries for teachers and aides,
textbooks, and workbooks.?® The next largest component, student assessment,
accounts for 13 percent of all special education expenditures and involves regular
cducation as well as special education students. The term assessment refers to all
services related to pupils’ referral, screening, evaluation, and re-evaluation for
special education, including the development and review of the IEP. Support
services account for 11 percent, while related services, including physical therapy,
social work services, and necarly 30 other services, account for 10 percent of all
special education expenditures.?® Special transportation expenditures, which relate
only to transportation for disabled pupils who require modified equipment,
schedules, or attendant services, comprise 4 percent of the total.

The 11 percent of the total cos¢ per child for special educatior attributable
to support services can be further divided into three categories. These include
administrative expenditures, (7 percent of total cost per pupil), other support,
which includes space, construction, cnergy, travel, and maintenance (3 percent of
total cost), and instructional support, which includes salaries for personnel such
as substitute tcachers and librarians who are not included in the direct service
delivery estimate (1 percent of total cost).

Variations in Expenditures Across Tynes of Providers

By far the largest share of special education expenditures goes to purchased
services provided directly by school districts. As Figure 13 shows, districts
account for 75 percent of all special education expenditures. Cooperatives (multi-

%Instructional prograxﬁ expenditures include expenditures from all types of
special education programs (e.g., preschool, resource, sclf-contained) as well as
special vocational programs and adaptive physical cducation.

%Consistent with previously stated conventions, related services include all
services other than special transportation, special education assessment, special
vocational programs, and adaptive physical education. The last two services
(special vocational cducation and adaptive physical education) are included in the
instructional component in Figure 12 and do not technically qualify as related
services under Federal legislation.
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FIGURE 12

Distribution Of Special £ducation
Expenditures By Major Component
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SOURCE: Expencitures Survey
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FIGURE 13

Distribution Of Special Education
cxpenditures By Provider
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district consortiums) account for 13 percent. Private schools, other agencies,
and purchased services split the remaining 12 percent of expenditures almost
eveniy,

With a 75 percent share of expenditures, school districts serve over 80
percent of students with disabilities.  Private schools, other agencies, and
purchased services combined, which comprise 12 percent of special education
cxpenditures, account for only 5 percent of students in special education
placements.

This pattern suggests that per pupil expenditures are higher for students
served by providers other than the districts.?” The probable explanation for this
difference is that students with low prevalence handicaps, who are likely to
requirc more intensive educational programs (such as deaf, deaf-blind, or
multihandicapped), are more likely to be served by agencies other than the
districts. The data in Table 37, which show the percentage of students with
different types of handicapping conditions served by various providers, support
this interpretation.

In both districts and cooperatives, over 60 percent of special education
expenditures are made for instructional programs, as Table 38 shows. Districts
spend a greater percentage of their expenditures on assessment (16 versus 6
percent) and transportation (3' percent  versus less than 1 percent) than
cooperatives. ln cooperatives, however, a larger share of dollars (almost twice as
many &, in districts)--15 versus 9 percent--is spent on related services (such as
occupational therapy, physical therapy, speech/language pathology, psychological
services, school health, social work, and guidance and counscling). The largest
cost components in purchased services were transportation (37 percent) and
related services (44 percent).

Survey data not shown in the table indicate that, within districts, teachers,
aides, and other professional personncl, such as counsclors and therapists, account
for 98 percent of the expenditures for special education instructional progiams
and supplemental services with the vast majorizy of funds (71 percent) supporting
tcachers’ salaries and benefits. The remaining 2 perceat of total expenditures
purchase non-personnet items,

Variations in Expenditures Across Programs and Services

Per pupil cxpenditures vary shavply among different program types
(Table 29). Resource programs (which serve students for less than 15 hours per

MCosts in private schools and other State or local agencies are not
completely comparable to costs in districts and coopceratives because they include
expenditures for related and support services not present in program expenditures
for districts and cooperatives.
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Percentage of Students with Different Handicapping
Conditions Receiving Special Education by Provider

TABLE 37

Provider

OT]

Handicapping Condition District Cooperative Private

Learning disabled 89% 3% 2% 100%
Speech impaired 80 19 23 1 100
Mentally retarded 70 21 3 7 100
Seriously emotionally disturbed 64 19 8 9 100
Orthopedically impaired 64 29 3 5 100
Other health impaired 61 7 <l 31 100
Visually handicapped 60 17 1 22 100
Autistic 58 15 17 10 106
Hard of hearing 50 23 3 27 100
Deaf-blind 49 5 3 43 100
Multihandicapped 45 27 12 16 100
Deaf 24 14 14 48 100
Students not categorized 39 39 <1 23 100
All handicapping conditions 83 12 | 4 100

*Includes other State and local agencics and purchased services.

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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TABLE 38

Percentage of Special Education Expenditures
for Major Components by Provider

Provider2/
Component District Cooperative Purchased
Instructional programs 61% 75% 17%
Assessment 16 6 <1
Support services 10 4 <1 .
Related services?/ 9 15 45
Transportation 3 <1 37

2/Table excludes both private schools and other State or local agencies
because gencrally the only data available were the average per pupil tuition costs,
which were included in the instructional programs category.

b/Related  services include  occupational therapy, physical  therapy,
speech/language pathology, psychological services, school health, social work, and
guidance and counseling.

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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TABLE 39

Average Per Pupil Expenditure for Different
Instructional Programs and Supplemental Services

National

Average

Per Pupil
Program or Service Expenditure
Instructional Program
Resouree program $ 1,325
Home/hospital 3,117
Preschool 3,437
Self-contained 4,233
Residential 28,324
Supplemen:al Service
Related services?/ 592
Adaptive physical education 615
Assessment 1,206
Special vocational 1,444
Transportation 1,583

2/Related services include occupational
therapy, physical therapy, speech/language
pathology, psychological services, school health
services, social work services, guidance and
counseling services, and other related services.
The combined expenditures for these programs are
divided by the total number of pupils who received
any of these services (in other words, a duplicated
count of special education pupils).

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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week) cost an average of $1,325 per pupil. Self-contained programs (which serve
students 15 or more hours per week), cost $4,233 per pupil. Home/hospital and
preschool programs have very similar per pupil costs ($3,117 for home/hospital and
$3,437 for preschool). Residential programs ar¢ most expensive, with an average
per pupii cost of $28,324.2%. As will be explained further in this chapter, such
variations in average per pupil expenditures tend to correspond to two factors:
the proportion of time stucents spend receiving special education and staff
caselLads.

Average per pupil expenditures also vary among supplemental services, but
across a much more narrow range. For example, average per pupil expenditures
for selected supplemental services are £615 for acaptive physical education, $1,206
for assessment, $1,444 for special vucational, and $1,583 for specially provided
transportation.

The survey provided information as to how per pupil costs of different
instructional programs vary by service provider (Table 40). For self-contained
programs, per pupil costs are $3,680 when provided by districts, $5,700 when
provided by State or local agencies, $6,112 when provided by cooperatives, and
$9,267 when provided by private schools. Resource programs cost almost the same
whether provided by districts or cooperatives, but almost one-third more when
provided by State or local agencies. Per pupil costs are ge terally lower in
programs provided by districts or cooperatives than in private schools or other
State or local agencies, but these comparisons are not completely appropriate
since the latter costs are based on total tuition costs which include expenditures
for supplemental services and support services. One also needs to take into
account the fact that these providers serve pupils with lower prevalence

handicapping conditions, which require more intense services than higher
prevalence conditions.

No strong pattern of differing cost by provider was observed for
supplemental services (see Table 41). Generally speaking, specific supplemental
services are often provided by agencies outside a student’s immediate district
because the district has difficulty reciuiting qualified professional staff and
because the district may have so few students who require the service that it is
impractical te hire a staff member airectly. These reasons help explain why the
per pupil costs of supplemental services do not vary greatly across the range of
providers. )

28The average per pupil expenditure for residential programas should be
considered an average per pupil tuition, which includes educational plus residential
costs. Comparisons between residential and other programs should therefore be
made with caution.
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TABLE 40

Average Per Pupil Instructional Expenditure for Types
of Special Education Programs, by Provider

Provider
State
Private  or Local
Program Type District Cooperative  Schooi?/ Agencies?/ Purchased
Resource program $1,356 $1,605 * $2,398 $1,689
Self-contained 3,680 6,112 $9,267 5,700 *
Preschool 3,611 3,063 * 4,964 *
Home/hospital 3,996 * * * 2,052
Residential ¥ * 31,616 28,304 *

*Too few cases for statistical significance.

E/Expenditures for private providers and State or local agencies includes
costs of related services. These costs are not included for the other providers in
the table.

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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TABLE 41

Average Per-Pupil Exn~xditures for Special Education
Supplem=ntal Services by Provider

Proviuer
State or

Supplemental Private  Local
Service Type District  Cooperative School Agency® Purchased
Special vocational $1,150 $1,865 * $1,381 $2,012
Adaptive physical
education 616 667 * % *
Assessment 1,273 978 NA NA NA
Transportation 1,688 1,463 NA NA 1,429
Occupational therapy 990 772 NA 1272 920
Physical therapy 1,003 1,055 NA * 1,077
Speech/language
pathology 641 749 * * *
Psychological services 870 * NA * 802
School health services 298 ¢ MNA * 227
Social work services 846 687 NA * *
Guiaance and counseling
services 517 719 * * NA

These expenditures are attributable to other local agencies providing
specir :ic supplemental services for special education students enrolled in a sampled
district. These students’ primary instructional programs were provided by the
district in which the student resided.

*Too few cases for statistical significance.

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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Variations in Expenditures Across Handicapping Conditions

Average per pupil expenditures also vary according to different handicapping
conditions. This section discusses a number of inter-related elements that
contribute to these cost differences:

() Type of handicapping condition.

) Whether the student is served in a self-contained (15 or
more hours of special 2ducation instruction per week) or a
resource program (less than 15 hours).

0 The amount ¢f time the student actually spends in a special
versus a3 regular education setting.

) Variations in pupil/teacher ratio and caseloads.

Table 42 shows average per pupil expenditures for different handicapping
conditions in self-contained and resource programs. Costs in self-contained
programs vary from $3,083 (for programs serving students with learning
disabilities) at the low end, rising to $20,416 (for programs serving deaf-blind
students). Costs in resource programs range from $647 (for programs serving
students with speech impairments) to $3,999 (for programs serving the
orthopedically impaired).

A major clement in cost differences in self-contained programs is the amount
of time students assigned to these programs spend in regular education. As might
be expected, the more time spent in regular education, the less it costs to serve
these students in special education (sece Table 43). Another important element is
the average pupil/teacher ratio of self-contained programs (se. Table 44). The
larger the pupil/teacher ratio, the less the cost. For example, students in self-
contained programs for learning disabilities spend a relatively high 35 percent of
the school day in regular education programs and their special education programs
have the highest pupil/teacher ratios (13:1). These are among the least expensive
self-contained programs to operate. Students in self-contained programs for
multihandicapped and autistic conditions experience low pupil/teacher ratios (5:1
and spend a relatively low 15 percent of the schocl day in the regular education
program. Next to programs for dcaf-blind pupils, thesc are among the most
expensive self-containecd programs to operate.

Similar elements--time spent in the pregram and cascloads--seem to aciount
for much of the difference in costs among resource programs (see Tables 45 and
46). For cxample, students with speech impairments assigned to resource
programs spend about half as much time within the program as do students with
visual handicaps--2 hours versus 4 hours per week. The average caseload fo.
students with speech impairments in resource programs (50) is five times that of
those with visual handicaps (10). The cost is approximately five times greater for
students with visual! handicaps than for students with speech impa nts. These,
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TABLE 42

Per Pupil Expenditures for Different Handicapping
Conditions by Program Type

Type of Program

Handicapping Condition Scif-Contained Resource
Deaf-blind $20,416 *
Deaf 7,988 *
Autistic 7,582 *
Speech impaired 7,140 $ 647
Multihandicapped 6,674 *
Visually impzired 6,181 3,395
Hard of hearing 6,058 3,372
Orthopedically impaired 5,248 3,999
Seriously emotionally disturbed 4,857 2,620
Other health impaired 4,782 *
Mentally retarded 4,754 2,290
Learning disabled 3,083 1,643
Non-categorical 3,684 1,731
All handicapping conditions 4,233 1,325
*No cases.
Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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TABLE 43

Self-Contained Programs: Average Percentage of Students
and Hours Spent Each Day in Regular Education

Average Time Spent

Percentage in Regular Education

of Students Program

Spending

Time in
Regular Percentage

Education Hours Per of School
Self-Contained Program Servine Program Day Day?2/
Learning disabled 100% 2.1 35%
Speech impaircd 100 1.1 18
Hard of hearing 1C0 3.6 60
Visually handicapped 100 2.1 35
Seriously emotionally disturbed 98 1.9 32
Mentally retarded 86 1.3 22
Deaf 81 1.8 30
Multihandicapped 73 0.9 15
Orthiopedically impaired 54 1.8 30
Autistic 31 0.9 15
Deaf-blind * * *
Other health impaired * * *
Non-categorical 82 1.9 32
Across all self-contained programs 85 1.7 28

*Too few cases for statistical significance.
g/Figures calculated by dividing second column by 6 hours.
Source: DRC Expenditurcs Survey.
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TABLE 44

Average Pupil/Teacher Ratio
of Self-Contained Programs

Average
Pupil-Teacher
Self-Contained Program Serving Ratio
Learning disablzd 13:1
Seriously emoticnally distarbed 9:1
Speech impaired 9:1
Mentally retarded 8:1
Orthopedically impaired ol
Deaf 7:1
Visually handicapped 7:1
Autistic 5:1
Multihandicapped 5:1
Hard of hearing 4:1
Dear-blind *
Other health imnaired *
Non-categorical 10:’1
Across all self-contained programs 9:1

*Too few cases for statistical significance.

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.




TABLE 45

Average ours Fer Week Students Spend
in Resource Programs

Mean

Hours/Week

in Resource
Resource Program Serving Program
Mentally rcta;'dcd 11
Learning disabled 7
Emotionally disturbed ) 5
Hard of hearing 4
Visually handicapped 4
Speech impaired 2
Orthopedically impaired *

¢ Non-categorical 10

Across.all resource programs 6

*Too {ew cases for statistical significance.

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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IABLE 46

Average Caseload of Resource Programs

Average
Resource Program Serving Cascload?/
Sgeech impaired 50
Learning disabled 20
Emotionally disturbed 16
Hard of hearing 12
Visually handicapped 10
Mentally retarded 10
Orthopedically impaired *
Non-categorical 17
Across all resource programs 26

*Too few cases for statistical significance.
2/Cascloads represent the average number of pupils

assigned to a full-time (FTE) teacher, speech/language
pathologist, therapist, or the like.
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however, are general relationships. Other tactors such as reliance on aides and
the use of special equipment also influence the per pupil expense of different
programs.

The costs of specific supplemental services also scem to vary by caseload.
Takhle 47 displays the average cascloads of teachers or other professionals for
those supplemental services that lend themselves to caseload analysis.?®* School
health services, which cost districts a per pupil average of $298, are at the high
end with an average cascload of 99 students. Occupational therapy services,
which cost districts a pe- pupil average of $990, are at the low end with 37
students.

Variation in Expenditures Across Districts

At the beginning of this study, it was anticipated that cxpenditure levels for
special education would vary according to the character of school districts: the
size of the district; whether it lies within an urban or rurai arca; and the wealth
of the community (mecasured by median family income).

Clearly, differences in levels of spending exist among districts. The district
with the highest per pupil expenditure for special education exceeded the lowest
by a margin of almost 5:1. Preliminary analyses, however, reveal very few
significant differences in expenditure levels or in service delivery patterns among
districts with various characteristics. Some relationships, however, were
suggsstive.  Expenditures appear higher for sclf-contained programs in rural
districts, which is probably related to cconomies of scale in providing such
programs. Large, urban districts tended to assign a greater proportior of
handicapped students to self-contained programs. One difference in provider
arrangements that cmerged is that small, rural, or suburban districts have a
greater tendency to serve students through cooperatives. Again, cconomies of
scale scem to be at work here.

Average per pupil expenditures for transportation services appear to be
lower in rural districts. The transportation results contradicted cxpectations that
rural expenditures would cxceed those of other arcas. Detailed case-by-case
examination suggested the lower transportation charges in rural arcas stemmed
from much lower personnel cosis compared to urban areas, while costs of
squipment and supplies were roughly equivalent.

In general, no single demographic characteristic examined demonstrates clear
enough differences in average per pupil expenditures to justify statements that

29Assessment, transportation, and special vocational programs are excluded
from Table 46 because caseloads comparable to those for other services cannot be
calculated. For example, assessment covers a wide-ranging set of activities
involving various types of teachers, school psychologists, and other professionals.
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TABLE 47

Average Caseload of Sclected Supplemental Serv.ces

Average
Type of Supplemental Service Cascload?/
School health services 99
Guidance and counseling services 64
Social work services 63
Adaptive physical education 62
Speech/language pathology 52
Physical therapy 51
Psychological services 47
Occupational therapy 37

Note: This table does not provide estimates for cascloads
of special vocational assessment or transportation services.

/Caseloads represent the average number of pupils assigned
to a full-time (FTE) teacher, speech/language pathologist,
therapist, or the like.

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.

136

163




one type of disirict generates more statistically significant differences in _er
pupil cxpenditures for special education thaa anc her. Ye! examination on a
casc-by-casec basis suggested that, although districts with large enrollments did
not necessarily have high average per pupil expenditures, the districts that did
have high per pupil expenditures tended to be large. Similar patterns appeared to
be present among center city districts as well as distrivts with high median family
incomes; that is, districts with higher per pupil expenditures appeared t~ fall into
those categories, even though these categories also contained districts with low or
moderate levels of expenditures.

DRC may explore these areas more fully in subsequent analyses to determine
whether other factors or combinations of factors may explain the noteworthy
expenditure variations across districts.

Expenditures in Preschool Programs

The need t+ pruvide cducational services to young children with disabilities
has received incr 2s5ing attention from policy makers in recent years. Becaiuse the
DRC Expenditures Survey cxamined practices in 1985-86, findings related to
preschooi services may not characterize more current school years, when Federal
legislation has provided more incentives for expanding services to this population
of students.

Children in preschool jrograms account for only 4 percent of all children
and youth in special cducation. Most of these children were aged 3 through 5;
o:ily 14 percent were under the age of 3.

The representation of handicapping conditions in preschool programs differs
noticeably from that of total enrollments, which largeiy reflect self-contained and
resource programs$ serving older shildren (Tabic 48). As might be expected, the
category of learning disabled is much smaller proportionally among the younger
age group (7 versus 45 percent). The distribution of cnrollment is then spread
broadly across the remaining handicapping conditions. Conditions such as deaf,
blind, and hard of hearing arc more¢ heavily represen.cd among preschool special
education nupils. The major catcgories for the birth thre gh 5 age group are
mental retardation (25 percent), speech impaired (19 percent,, and nen-categorized
studen - (14 percent).

The cost of providing special education to preschool children with handicaps
ranged from $6,265 for children with autism to $3,062 for children ywith speech
and language impairments (Table 49). The national average cost of special
education for preschool children across all programs was $3,437.
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TABLE 48

Distribution of Preschool Program Enrollment Versus
. Total Handicapped Eniollment According to
Kandicapping Condition

Percentage of:

Total
Preschool Soecial
Program Fducation
Handicapping Condition Enrollment Enrollment
Mentally retarded 25% 14%
Speech impaired 19 25
Seriously emotionally disturbed 10 7
Orthopedically impaired ! 1
Hard of hearing 9 1
Learning disabled 7 45
Deaf-blind 6 <1
Autistic 3 <l
Visually handicapped 3 <l
Multihandicapped 2 2
Other health impaired | <1
Deaf <1 <1
Non-categorized 14 3
Across all conditions 100 100

Source: LRC Expenditures Survey.

138

163




TABLE 49

Average Per Pupil Expenditures for Preschool Programs,
by Handicapping Condition

Handicapping Condition Preschool
Speech impaired $3,062
Mentally retarded 3,983
Orthopedically impaired 4,702
Multihandicappad 5,400
Learning disabled 3;708
Seriously emotionally disturbed 4,297
Deaf 5,771
Deaf-blind NA
Hard of hearing 4,583
Other health impaired 3,243
Autistic 6,265
Visually impaired 4,068
Non-categorical 3,686
Across all handicapping conditions 3,437

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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THE FEL ERAL SHARE CF SPECIAL EDUCATION EXPENDITURES

Federal EHA-B funds comprised 91 percent of ali Federa: funds spent at the
local level for special education programs and services. Districts have available
other sources of Federal funds to draw upon in meeting the needs of children
with handicaps. The most important of these arc the ECIA Chapter 1 program for
State-operated schools (P.L. 89-313) and the Vocational Education Act Part B sct-
aside for handicappr” students which account for the great proportion of the
remaining 9 pereent. HA-B funds primarily were used to pay for instructional
programs and supplemental services (79 percent) and to purchase support services
(21 percent). Lucal providers were somewhat more likely to use Federal funds for
support services ‘than for othér expenditure categories, perhaps because of
Federal requirements related to the principles of excess cost, non-supplanting, and
non-commingling and because of traditional concerns about the predictability of
Fedcral dollars relative to those from other sources.

Overall, Fcderal EHA-B funds accouated for 6 percent of total expenditures
for special education at the local 3vel30 This overall figure breaks down into
Federal funds comprising 5 percent of total local expenditures for instructional
programs and supplemental services, and 17 percent of total local expenditures for
support services.

Instructional and Support Services

As with total cxpenditures, the great majority of EHA-B expenditures are
used for instructional programs and supplemental services. Table 50 displays thé
average percentage of Federal EHA-B dollars devoted to special education
instructional programs, supr emental services, and support serviees. Nationwide,
EHA-B cxpenditures are distributed cvenly amang the categories listed. How :ver,
combining the first three categories into one category representing instructional
services to studeats, and leaving support services that are provide~ districtwide as
a comparison, rcveals that 79 percent of EHA-B funds support instructional
programs and services and 21 percent are directed toward district support
services.

Progrums and Services

Although EHA-B funds play a larger role in defraying the costs of support
services than instructional and sapplemental services, still the great majority of
EHA-B funds (79 percent) on average arc spent for instructional programs and
services.  In tecrms of resource catcgorics, EHA-B cxpenditures breakdown as
foliows: teachers (39 percent), aides (19 percent), other professional instruc-

30The highest Federal EHA-B pcrcentage of total expenditures for special
education among districts sumpled was 15 percent.
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TABLE 50

Distribution of Federal (EHA-B) Special Education
Expenditures by Type of Program or Service

Percentage of
Federal (EHA-B)

Program/Service Expenditures
Self-contained programs 27%
Resource programs 26 B

Other instructional programs

and services?/ 26
Support scrvicesb_/ 21
Teial 100

a/Includes preschool, residential, home/hospital, and all
supplemental services.

b/Includes administrative and supervisory staff, inservice
training, Child Find, legal fees, substitute teuchers, and public
liaisons.
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tional personnel (34 percent), and non-personnel (8 percent). Moreover, the DRC
Expenditures Survey results suggest that district uecisionmakers rely more on
Fedcrai EHA-B dollars to support related services than to support other types of
programs and services. For example, related services account for 15 perceat of
all EHA-B dollars spent, but as shown ecarlier, related services account for only 10
perceat of all dollars spent for special education.3!

Often Federal dollars play a more dramatic role with respect to specific
categaries of expenditures in a districr than is evident in nationwide averages.
For example, if we examine only those instances where districts used Federal
EHA-B funds for related services (and climinate districts where EHA-B funds were
not used at all), the Federal percentage of total related services expenditures
increases from 1i io 47. The large difference indicates that when Federal
dollars are used to fund related services, those funds make a substantial
contri* ‘ion. However, the difference also indicates tha* a number of districts do
not allocate any Federal dollars to related services. District decisions about the
use of Federal funds may be influenced in these instances by the nonsupplanting
requirements that prohibit using EFA-B funds to pay particular costs previously
supported by State and local funds. These situations will vary across districts
depending on past practices of funding specific programs and services.

Preschoo! Programs

While 84 percent of all Frderal EHA-B cxpenditures support the 6 through 21
age -group, 9 percent are spent fo- children aged birth through 5. This
percentage is slightly larger than the percentage of total expen” ‘ires devoted to
preschool programs {6 percent). Once ssmpling error is taken into account,
however, these percen.ages are about equal. Morcover, EHA-B dollars account for
8 pzreent of all preschool expenditures, a level just slightly higker than Federal
contribution levels for most other types of programs. These ; _tterns suggest that
preschool special education programs. in spite of the low percentage of children
involved, held their own with respect to derisions about the aliocation of EHA-B
funds in the 1985-86 school year.

SPECIAL EDUCATION COMPARED WiTH REGULAR
EDUCATION EXPENDITURES

Special cducation takes place within the con. . of public clementary and
secondary education for all children and youth. In the United States during the
1985-1986 school year, an estimated $132 billion was spent on ciementary and
secondary ecducation programs. As wc have scen, about $16 billion, or

31Although this difference is not statistically signif .ant, it is reinforeed with
data rcgarding EHA-B contributions to total exoenditures {or types of ‘nstruction-
al programs and specific supplemental services,




approximately 12 percent of that figure was spent on special aducation students.
About $111 billion or 84 percent, was spent for regular instructional programs.3?
The national average per pupil expenditure for students in the regular education
program dusing 1985-86 amounted to $2,780, with over half the costs (54 percent)
spent on instrustional programs.

Drawing upcn the cailier, Rand study (Kakalik et al.,, 1981) ~nd adjusting
dollars for inflation, DRC estimates that the average per pupil ex.enditure for
regular education rose 4 percent, while the cost per student of special education
increased about 10 percent during the period from 1977-78 to 1985-86. The
larger relative increase in special education expenditures can be attributed to a
number of factors, most notably that full implementation of State and Federal
special education provisions prompted many States and districts to expand
instructional and other services, which resulted in a concomitant increase in
expenditures. Furtner, it is likely inat many severcly handicapped students who
were either not being served 4t all in 1977-78 or were served by medical
agencies, are currently receiving services from public schoors.

Breakdown by Cost Components

The major cost component for both regular and special education is instruc-
tion. As Table 51 shows, however, a larger share of special education expendi-
tures (62 percent) goes towards instruction than is the case for regular education
(54 percent). Support services account for a much larger proportion of regular
education expenditures (35 percent) than of special education expenditures (11
percent). The figure for regular education, however, includes construction costs,
building maintenance, cnergy, administrative personnel costs, and regularly
provided transportation--ali of which may benefit special education students who
attend school in the district.

Special education a<~~-°sment expenditures, which account for 13 percent of
all speciai education exp. lres, are not a component within regular education.
Expenditures for regular education testing (for example, aptitude or achicvement)
are included in the support services category. Differences in transnortation
costs, although nnticeable, are not statistically significant.

The "Excess Costs” of Special Education

. A major concern of policy makers and cducators has been to identify the
inc.emental expenditures for pupils with disabilities that exceed expenditures for
students in regular education. Over the years, these expenditures have come to

32Based on the DRC Expeaditures Survey, the remaining 4 percent was
attributable to other special district programs such as compensatory anc bilingual
education.
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TABLE 51

Distribution of Expenditures for Special and
Regular Education Programs

Percertage

of Total -
Program and Component Expenditures
Regular Education
Insiructional programs 54%
Support services 35
iransportation 8
Pupil services _3
Total 100
Special Educaticn
Instructional programs 62
Assessment 13
Support services 11
Related services 10
Tré  ortation 4
Total 100

Source; DRC Expenditures Survey.
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be called excess costs. Howiver, the concept of excess costs, as applied to
wpecial education, has been defined differently across States and among Federal
education statutes and regulations. This chapter reports a tota!l cost definition of
excess costs, analogous to that used in the Rand study (Kakalik et al., 1981):

Excess costs ciquals the total cest to educate a special education
student (speciai plus regular program expense) minus the costs *o
educate a regular education student.

This cefinition requires the iuclusion of all regular education costs. The
DRC estimates make acjustments for the fact that a number of students with
handicapping conditicns only spend a portion of their day in regular education
programs. To calculate the tctal cost of serving a special education student, the
costs of providing special education for different types of hardicapped students
have been added to the costs of providing that portion of the student’s day spent
in regular education programs. The adjustment for actual time spent in regular
education varied according to the program in wkich the handicapped studerit was
enrolled--resource programs, self-contained programs, preschool progrars, and
residential programs. From this total cost, the DRC estimate of the aver .ge per
pupil cost of educating a student full time in regular education ($2,780) was then
subtracted--yielding the excess cost of special education.S3

Following this definition, the per pupil excess costs for special education
students averages $3,555 (Table 52). For students in resource programs, excess
costs average $2,463; in self-contained programs, $4,133; in preschool programs,
$2,943; and in residential programs, $26,717. To illustrate the interpretation of
these numbers, it costs, on average, $2,453 more to educate a child with hand-
icaps in a resource room than to educate the average non-handicapped student.

Ratios of Special Education to Regular Education Expenditures

Related to the concept of excess costs are ratios that compare total
expenditures (special plus regular education) for a (ypical special education
student, to cxpenditures for a typical regular education student. These types of
ratios have been reported since at least 1970, and have served as a yardstick for
school districts to assess themselves and for States to construct funding formulas
and estimate budget outlays. They arc useful because they depict relationships
among expenditures that can be uscu in subsequent years regardless of changes in
actua: dollar amounts.

$3The 1985-86 average expenditure per pupit (all expenditures combined
including those for special education) calculated from the Expenditures Survey
data amounts to approximately $3,395. This a:nount is similar to the $3,468 per
average daily membez spent in the sanmie year as compiled by the National Center
for Education Ltatistics from State-reported information (NCES, 1988).

145




TABLE 52

Average Per Puril Expenditures for Special
and Regular Education by Type of Program

Combined
Special
and Per Pupil
Special Regular Kegular Excess
Program Type tducaticn Education?/  Education Cost?/
Resource programs $ 2,463 $2,780 $ 5,243 $ 2,463
Self-contained programs 5,566 1,347 6,913 4,133
Preschool programs 4,750 973 5,723 2,943
Residential programs 29,108 389 29,497 26,717
All programs 3,649 2,686 6,335 3,555

2/Portion of regular education cxpenditures allocated to special education
students while they are being served within the regular cducation program or as

students in general.

b/Cembined regular and special education minus $2,780 (the average per pupil

cost for a regular education student.

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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The average totar cost of euacating a pupil with handicaps aged birth
through 21 is cstimated at 2.3 times the cost of educating a non-handicapped
studert (Table 53). This ratio is similar to that revorted in earlier studies
(Kakalik et al, 1981; Rossmiller, 1970). The ratios ior students in different
educational placements range from !9:1 for resource programs to 10.6:1 for
residential programs.

Ratios for individual districts may .iffer noticeably from these national
figures, however. For example, the district in the sample with the highest per
pupil expenditures for special education spends five times as much as the district
with the lowcst ecxpenditures.  Average per pupil expendicures for regular
cducation also differ across the districts sampled, with the highest about four
times larger than the lowest.

SUMMARY

The average total cost of cuducating a pupil identified as handicapped was
$6,335 in the 1985-86 schooi year, uccording to the DRC Expenditures Survey of a
nationally rcpresentative sample of 60 school districts. Of this amount, $3,649
came¢ from special education with the remainder ($2,686) derived from regular
education. This compares with an average totai cost of $2,780 for a student who
spent full time in the rcgular education program. The total cost of educating a
handicapped pupil is thus 2.3 times the cost of educating a regular education
pupil. EHA-B funds (which provide 91 percent of Federal funding used by local
school districts for special education) accounted for 6 percent of total
expenditures for special education at the local level. .

Noteworthy differences in cost were noted between resource programs (which
serve students from age 6 through 21 for less than 15 hours per week) and sclf-
contained programs (which serve students in the same age group 15 or more hours
per week). The total cost of educating a pupil in resource programs averaged
$5,243, about 1.9 times the cost of educating a regular education pupil. Resource
programs serve 68 percent of special education pupils. The total cost of
educating a disabled child in a sc. contained program averaged $6,913, which is
about $1,700 more than a resource program pupil, or about 2.5 times the cost of
educating a regular education pupil. Twenty-cight percent of all special education
students are enrolled in sclf-contained programs. These cost differences appear
rclated to the type and severity of handicaps typically served by the two
programs. However, differences in the total cost of educating particular types of
children or individual children in resource as opposed to self-contained programs
may be sharply reduced idepending on the conditions of the children and
supplemental services provided.
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TABLE 53

Ratio of Total Expenditures Per Handicapped
Pupil to Total Expenditures Per
Non-Handicapped Pupil

Ratio to
Regular
Education
Expenditure
Student Placement Per Pupild/
Resource programs 1.9
Sclf-contained programs 2.5
Preschool programs 2.1
Residential programs 10.6
All programs 2.3

a/Total average ecducation cost for a special
cducation student (srccial and regular), divided by the
average cost for a regular education student ($2,780).

Source: DRC Expenditures Survey.
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The average total cxpense of serving preschool students with disabilities
cqualled $5.72%. The age group from birth through 5 comprised 4 percent of
special education pupils, Most were aged 3 through 5; only 14 percent were
under the age of 3. The figures on preschool children served, however, do not
take account of the effect of recent Federal incentives that were put in place
after the 1985-86 school year.

Generally, expenditures for programs and services were more expensive when
provided by agencies external to the school district. Again, these variations
appear related t> the type and severity of the disabili ‘es of students served by
agencies other than the school districts in which pupils reside.

Levels of expenditure aried among school districts by a factor of 5:1, with

some indication that higher c¢xpenditurcs are more likely to occur in urban,
¢ ~tral city districts than in suburban or rural locations.
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CHAPTER Vil

EFFORTS TO ASSURE THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
POLICIES AND PRGCEDURES FUR EDUCATING
CHILDREN WITH HANDICAPS

One purpose of the Education of the Handicapped Act, as stated in
Scction 601(c), is to "assess and assure the cffectiveness of efforts to educate
handicapped children." Under the authority of Section §: a)(1) and (2), the
Secretary of Education must assess progress in the implemen n of EHA-B, its
impact, and the cffectiveness of State and local efforts <o provide a free
appropriate public education to all handicapped children and youth. As the basis
for these assessments, the Secrctary uses information from reviews of EHA-B
requircmeints, and cve -ation of educational programs nrovided by States and
localities.

State cducational agencics (SEAs) cngage in similar assessment cfforts. In
order to reccive EHA-B funds, eligible State agencies, local educationai agencies
(LEAs), and intermediate units (IEUs) submit applications for program funds to
the SEA for review and approval. SEAs must monitor and evaluate programs
assisted by EHA-B funds, as required by Section 76.101(c¢) of the U.S. Education
Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR). Section 300.621(a)(2) of
the EHA-B rcgulations permits program funds to be used for those SEA
activitics. States may also use part of the administrative funds for increased
mcnitoring and complaint resolution efforts. (Section 61 1[cI[2)[AT{ii])

States have made significant advancements in improving the availability and
quality of education for all handicapped children. These imprevements have been
documented in previous Annual Reports to the Congress and clsewhere in this
volume.

The first part of this chapter describes Federal and State efforts to review
and monitor the devclopmen: and implementation of policies and procedures to
provide all handicapped children a free appropriate public education consistent
with EHA requirements. The final section of this chapter summarizes the
technical assistance cfforts of the Regional Resource and Federal Centers Program
in supporting States as they develop, implement, and evaluate the effectiveness of
special education programs.

PROGRAM REVIEW

In order to carry out their responsibilitics, Federal and State agencies have
developed program review procedures to assure that »olicies and practices related
to the edvcation of handicapped children are consistent with Fede.al and State
statutes and rcgulations. The Federal program review process includes both:
(1) the initial activity of the review of plans submitte} by States for receipt of
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EHA-B Statc Grant Program funds, and (2) follow-up monitoring to assure
implementation of State Plans and compliance with EHA-B program regulations.

State Plan Review and Approval
Review Schedule and Requirements

OSEP reviews new three-year Stat: Plans for one-third of the States ecach
year. In February 1988, OSEP inform:< the relevant ope-third of the States of
the requirements for State plan appr val and continued Federal funding. As
arranged through the staggered submission procedure authorized by Scction 76.103
of EDGAR, the following States and jurisdictions submitted three-year State Plans
in 1988:

Alabama Mississippi Orcgon

Alaska Missouri Pennsylvania

Colorado Necbraska Tennessee

Florida New Jersey Yermont

Maine New Me-.ico Burcau of Indian Affai..
Michigan Virgin Islands34

Reviews of FY 89-91 State Plans

The Tenth Annual Report to Congress included a description of deficiencies
that occurred with the greatest frequency in State Plans reviewed in 1986 and
1987. Those areas were: public participation, time lapse on due process appeals,
mediation as a barrier to hearings, defective notice to parents, monitoring
procedures, and least restrictive environment assurances, State Plans that were
initially submitted in 1988 also were reviewed Pursuant to statuiory requirements
added by the Education of the Handicapped Act of 1986. Final regulations for
certain provisions have not yet been published.

Deficicncies found in the review of those plans were in the following six
categories: .

1) Public participation (See 34 CFR 300.280-284):

2 Some States did not notify the public of the nature and
availability of documents appended to, and therefore part of,
the State Plan. (As State plans have grown increasingly
sophisticated and comprehensive, they have grown longer.

$4The Virgin Islands changed its consolidated application status by submitting
a full intact State Plan for the first time.
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2)

3)

4)

thus presenting problems in assuring that the public is aware
of ard has access to all parts of the Plan.)

Some States had not provided the public with sufficient
ogpqrtunity to comment on the State Plan.

Individualized education programs (Se¢ 34 CFR 300.340-349):

Some States had not included statements in their State Plans
that individualized education programs (IEP) would be
developed as soon as possible after it had been determined
that the student needed special education services.

Some States omiti.d the requirement that private and/or
parochial schools. conduct IEP meetings for children with
handicaps who attend parochial programs.

Some States did not have statements requiring that written

prior notice be given to pasents a reasonable time before the .

conduct of the meeting to develop, review, or revise the IEP.

Least restrictive environment (See 34 CFR 300.550-554):

Some States had not developed procedures for providing or
arranging for the provision of nonacademic and
extracurricular activitics and services for studenvs in special
education prcgrams.

Some States had not described the arrangements with public
or private institutions to ensure that the provisions relating
to cducation in the least restrictive environment applied to
chiilren with handicaps placed by public ~gcncies in those
tyozs of settings.

Comprehensive system ¢¢ personnel development (See 34 CFR 300.380-

387):

Some States did not describe the results of their annual
necds assessments in terms of pre-service training needs.

Some States did not describe the target populations that the
comprchensive system of personnel development would be
designed to assist.
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Interagency agreements in  providing services [See 20 US.C.
1413(a)(13)]:

. Some St *es had not developed policies and procedures to
define financial respcasibilities of various agencies in the
provision of services to students,

Some States had not develoved policies and procedures to
resolve interagency disagreements,

Some States ha not developed policies and procedures to
sccure reimbursemert from other agencies for the provision
- € special education and related services.

Some States did not provide information on how they would
make progress toward the development  of interagency
agreements.

Establishment. of professional standards [See 20 US.C. 1413(a){14)}:

e Some States had not developed a procedure for examining
which standards in the State were the highest requirements
in the State applicable to special education providers.

Som= States had not provided a plan for each professiona’
discipline area dcsc.ibing how personnel would be hired or
retrained to meect appropriate State standards.

In cach case ‘n which OSEP concluded that a deficiency existed, OSEP cither

(I) secured a revision prior toc CSEP approval and funding, or (2) granted
approval based on a plan to correct the deficiency on an agreed upon schedule.

Compliance MonitoriLg

OSEP’s mechanism for determining SEA compliance with all Federal
provisicas and consistency with an approved State Plan is its Compliance
Monitoring System. Scction 616(a) of EHA-B requires the Department to withhold

funds, after reasonable notice and opportunity for a hearing, if the Secretary

finds (1) that there has been a failure to compiy substantially with any
provision of Secction 612 or Sccdon 613, or (2) that in the
administration of the Statc Plan there is a failure [by the State] to
comply with any provision.. or with any requirements set forth in the
applica.ion of a local educational agency or intermediate educativnal
unit approved by the State educational agency pursuant to the State
Plan...
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Section 7485 of EDGAR provides that site visits may be made as necessary
by representatives of the Department of Education to "review program
accomplishments and management control systems," and provide "such technical
assistance as may be required.”

OSEP’s Compliance Monitoring Systert

The OSEP Compliance Monitoring System emphasizes structured interaction
with each SEA and is implemented through five components:

® Annual Performance Reports and Da.a Review;

® State Pfan Review aand Approval (discussed above);

€ Compliance Review;

¢ Verification of Corrective Action Plan Implementation; and
° Specific Comipliance Review.

Annual Performance Report and Data Review. SEAs are required each year
"to submit to OSEP several types of information concerning the availability of
spzcial education programs within the State, including the number of children
receiving special education and related services, vziting from special education,
and placed in different educational settings. Other required information includes
cstimates of the anticipated transitionai services nceded r~r youth exiting school,
an identification of the tvpes of personnel currently employed and needed, a
description of services nceding improvemsnt, and an analysic of the cxpenditures
of Federal, State and local funds on special education. OSEP also review
information from other surveys, such as those conducted by the Office for Civil
Rights and the Office of Adult a.. Vocational Education. By examining thesc
data, OSEP is able to screen for potenu:al compliance related issues, and to assist
States in improving their own informotion systems for similar use. While this
information is not used as a basis for determination of compliance, it is used to
identify trends that may reflect provlems in the implementation of Federal
requirements,

Compliance Review. The periodic on-site review of SEA administration ¢’
EHA-B is the most extensive component of OSEP’s compliance monitoring system.
A review includes an on-site visit to the SEA and on-site visits selected
educational programs within the State.

The review process is organized around six activities:
t.  Providing notice of the monitoring schedule established for

cack school year. Specific dates for the visit are negotiated
witn cach State. Beginning in January 1988, OSEP reviscd

~
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its monitoring cycle by replacing the current three year
schedule with a four year cycle. (The existing schedule for
State Plan suomission is unchanged.)

Identifying and sclecting sources of data for ‘assessing State
compliance : J developing the monitoring plan. Before going
on-site, OSEP monitoring teams review relevant information
for ecvidence of State compliance. This activity begirs with a
revicew of the State Plan and other documents received from
the SEA, cther offices within the U.S. Department of
Education, and other Federal agenc.us. Following the teview
of thesc data, an OSEP moritoring team mecets with SEA
officials to discuss preliminary questions and to finish
planning the on-site visit.

Conducting the oxn-site review. During the on-site review,
the OS™P monitoring team interviews SEA and LEA staff,
reviev , files and student records, and obtaias data from
other appropriate State and local service providers. A public
meeting is held to provide aa opportunity fer interested
persons to -present statements regarding the State’s
implementation of its responsibilities. The team pr¢ vides an
oral report of concerns noted during its visit to the SEA
staff in an exit mee‘ing.

Assessing ¢ mpliance. After the site visit is concluded, the
monitoring tecam analyzes all the available information and
detcrmines areas of noncompiiance. If necacnmpliance is
found, determinations are made about the corrective actions
needed.

Reporting monitoring findings. A draft report is issucd to
the SEA for review and comment. The SEA. has 30 days to
respond to the accuracy and completeness of the report and
state any concerns it has about the stipulated corrective
actions. OSE?P mnionitoring staff review any new information
submitted by the SEA and, where appropriate, amend the
report. A final report is issusd to the SEA and distributed
publicly.

Approving the State’s Corrective Action Plan (CA}). If
noncompliance is determined and reported to the SEA, a
Corrective Action Plan is developed and submitted by the
SEA to CSEP. The CAP resoonds to the OSEP compliance
monitoring report by including, at a minimum: a) a
description of the steps to be taken by the SEA to correct
deficiencies; b) a timeline for completion of all s :ps; ¢) the
identificatior; of aay item in the CAP nceding clarification;
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and d) a detiiied description of the documentation to be
submitted verifying the correction of aeficiencies.

Verification and Support of Corrective Action Plan Implementation. OSEP
ensures that all agreed-upon corrective actions are implemented and that the
technical support that OSEP agrees to provide is delivered.

Specific Compliance Review. The specific complianc:.. review is focused on
those SEA administrative responsibilities that have been identified for indepth
analysis by OSEP on the basis of compliance histosy, State Plan review, OCR and
OSEP complaints, or analysis of cnnual data and performance report information,
or State reports of problem areas. In instances where a problem requires more
intensive data collection, a specific compliance review may include .dditional or
separate on-site investigations at the State and local levels. In addition, OSEP
may use specific compliance reviews to focus on one or more requirements in
several States at the same time.

Findings Since May 1985 Monitoring Reviews

By the end of FY 88, OSEP’s Division of Assistance to States had completed
compliance review site visits for 18 States in Group I and 16 States in Group It
(sce Table 54). During the same period, 28 reports of the findings of site visits
were issued. Tne findings of the monitoring reviews are summarized in Table 33,
which presents the fre-uency of noncompliance with Federal requirements
identified through OSEP monitoring. Also presented in the table is the status of
those findings--that is, whether they are preliminary findings issued only in draft
reports, or findings issued in final rernarts. As thown in thne table,35 States
showed problems in mecting requirements 1a a variety of areas, and particularly in
one or more of the five core areas listed below:

° SEA n:onitoring

. LEA applications

. Least restrictive environment

. Individualized educatior programs (IEPs)
° Due process and procedural safeguards

These findings of noncompliance, which are discussed in the paragraphs that
follow, incorporate findings reported in the Tenth Annuul Report to Congress.

$5%ithout identifying individual States, the table shows the number in which
findings were made with respect to specific regulatory requirements.
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States Monitored Since May 1985

Monit

TABLE 54

oring Site Visits

State

Date of
On-Site Visit

PRNAN AW —

Alabama
Alaska
American Samoa
Arizona
Arkansas

BIA

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia

Guarme

Pawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maiune

Marshall Islands
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Micronesia (FSM)
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
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hd,
0
XN

03/23-27/87
09/14-18/87
0%/15-28/85
06/06-10/88
01/21-24/86
11/30-12/4/87
09/19-27/85
06/01-05/8
TRD-FY 89
04/04-67/852/
04/11-15/88
02/73-27/87
01/ .-17/%6
09, 3-28/85
09/15-28/35
TBD-FY 89
TBD-FY 89
11/18-22/85
09/26-30/88
12/09-13/85
08/19-23/85
06/10-14/85
06/0%-12/87
05/15-28/85
02/03-07/86
03/10-14/86
09/19-23/88
09/15-28/85
07/08-12/85
02/U2-06/87
01/11-15/:8
TBD-FY 89
05/18-22/87
04/20-25/86
TBD-FY89




Table 34 (continued)

Date of

State On-8ite Visit
36. New Jersey 03/06-10/87
37. New Mexico 03/14-18/88
38. New York TBD-FY 89
39. North Carolina 10/31-11/4/88
40. North Dakota TBD-FY 89
41, Northern Marianas 09/15-28/85
42. Ohio 01/27-31/86
43. Oklahoma 03/31-04/04/86
44. Tregon 12/01-05/86
45. Palau 09/15-28/85
46. Pcnnsylvania 02/01-05/58
47. Puerto Rico TBD-FY 89
48. Rhode Island 06/02-06/86
49. South Carolina 05/06-10/85
50. South Dakota TBD-FY 89
51. Tennessce 04/27-05/01/87
52. Texas 04/14-18/86
53. Utah TBD-FY 89
54. Vermont 04/06-10/87
55. Virginia TBD-FY 89
56. % .rgin Islands 02/23-28/86
57. Washington 05/16-20/88
58. West Virginia 03/23-28/86
59. Wisconsin 05/09-13/88
60. Wyoming 09/26-30/88

a/Includes pilot visit of Declaware for devclopment of new
monitoring procedures and technica! assistance visits to insular areas to
assess and promotc the full implementation of EHA-B.

Note:

The notation "TBD-FY 89" indicates projected on-site visits

during the remainder of FY §9.
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Information on the frequency of particular findings in Table 55 is
summarized by State groupings. Group I States, visited through the end of
FY 86, were monitored with respect tc a broad range of areas, with particular
fc s on implementation of general supervision, SEA monitoring of LEAs, and
least restrictive environment (LRE). Group II States, visited in FY 87 and FY 88,
were monitored largely in the five core areas listed above, plus areas that came
to the monitoring team’s attention through ¢ -mpiaints, written inquiries, public
comment, or information obtained while investigating the five core areas. This
change was made in order to provide more emphasis on high priority areas. The
table also reflects OSEP’s praciice of compiling a draft report, secking the
State’s comment on the accuracy of the draft, and then issuing a final report.

State  Educational Agency Monitoring. Each State is responsible for
monitoring those agencies in the State subject to EHA-B recuirements. The
compliance review findings indicate that many States had not adopted monitoring
procedures that were effective in identifying deficiencies in the administration of
special education programs,

SEAs that werc reviewed by OSEP were found to have significant
deficiencies in procedures for collecting or analyzing information at a level that
would allow them to detect compliance failures. In certain of the Group II States
monitored, for example, the SEAs either relied on self reports or self assessments
by LEAs rather than independently investinating compl‘ance by those ncies, or
failed to monitor periodically all public agencies. In other instances, sume SEAS
cither failed to notify LEAs of numerous instances of aoncompliance identified
through SEA and OSEP monitoring, or failed to ensure correction of the
deficiencics that SEAs had identificd. In one State, OSEP found that such
deficicnciecs were the probable result of the limited number of SEA staff assigned
"to conduct monitoring and the deficient monitoring procedures employed. Two of
the Group II States were cited for failing to monitor pregrams for incarcerated
youth in correctional facilities for adult offenders to determine if Federal laws
governing handicapped childien were bzing implemented.

Further, OSEP found that procedures in some States to assurc the correction
of program deficiencies were ineffzctive, resulting ia some instances in poor
implementation of these States’ existing enforcement authority. 7SEP cxamined
whether SEAs had adopted a method for correcting identified acficiencies that
cnsures that affected public agencies take stcps to correct ceach identified
deficiency, prevent the recurrence of each identified deficiency, and climinate the
past cfiects of cach Jdentified deficiency. OSEP found instances where SEAs
accepted agercy. responses to corrective orders that would not satisfy this
standard, issued recomm-~=ndations rather than requiring corrective actions, or did
not specify the types of corrective aciions tha: the SEA Lelieved should have
b-en taken.

In an effort (o correct such problems, OSEP has required that each of the

States involved develop specific procedurcs for determining if specia! education
programs under its jurisdiction meet State standards as well as EHA-B and EOGAR
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TABLE 55

Frequency of Noncompliance with Fadera! Requirements
Within State Grou,.s I and Ii as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Rc¢views
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group I Group I Group II
Fedecral Requirements Monitored L «=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

1.  State Educational Agency Monitoring

e Adopt and use preper methods for 1 8 16 2
monitoring agencies, institutions,
and organizations responsible for
carrying out spec: .! education
prograr.:s in the State.

e A dopt and use proper methods to 1 8 14 2
correct deficiencies discovered
through monitoring.

¢ Adopt and use adequate proceaures i 8 11 2
for enforcement of legal
obligaticns imposed on responsible
agencies.

o Maintai. m.nitoring and other 4
records for five years after
project activitics are completed.

Note: Most States were not monitored in all 15 areas. For Group I States,
the core arcas investigated were: SEA Monitoring, LEA Applications, LRE, IEPs,
and Duec Process and Procedural Safeguards. Ninc of the States monitored since
FY 85 have received preliminary findings in Draft Reports, but have not yet
received Final Reports. Information from Draft Reports on these States is
reflected under the heading "Preliminary,” since final findings are nout yet
available. Twenty States have received Draft as well as Final Reports.
Information from the Final Reports on these States is reflected under the heading
"final." Site visits have been conducted in three other States, but Draft Reports
have not yet been issued

"N" equais the number of States in cach grouping.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Kequirements
Within State Groups I and II as Iden-ificq
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSZP Report

Group I Group II  Gioup I Group II
Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

2, rocal Educational Agency Applications

® Adopt and use adequate procedures, | 6 9 3
including criteria for reviewing
applications.

e Disapprove LEA applications that 1 7 12 |

do not comply with applicable
Federal statutes and regulations.

¢ Develop procedures that reasonably 1 8
inform applicants of requirements
for approval of applications.

¢ Provide notice and opportunity for |
a hearing before disapproving
app "cation.

® Assure correct procedures used 5 3 1
for significant amendments to an
LEA application.

¢ Consider any decision resulting 3
from a due process hearing that
was adverse to the applicant
before approving an application
for EHA-B funds.

® Require assurances from LEAs of 5 3
compliance with EDGAR.




Table 55 (continued)

|
| Frequency of Moncompliance with Federal Requirements
l Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group I Group I Group 11
Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

3. General Supervision

¢ Ensure free appropriate public 3 6 2

5 edu.cation provided according to
Stiate and Federal standards to
) handicapped children and youth

and that each ,uch education

program in the State is under

. the general supervision of SEA
officials responsible for
handicapped education programs.

|
Preliminary Final

¢ CEnsure that such programs meet 2 4 2
education standards of the SEA
and EHA-B requirements.

Assure the .t public agencies retain 1 7
records necessary to demonstrate

that applicable requirements are

met.

|

|

|

|

} Adopt and use a proper method for 1 8
‘ disseminating informatioz on

| program requirements and

| successful practices.

Assure that cach public agency 4
adopts and uses appropriate

methods for coordinating special

edusation prugrams and projects

within its jurisdiction.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance \.ith Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Complian.e¢ Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group I1 Group I Group II
Federal Req. irements Monitored _ (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

3. General Supervision (cont’d)

e Ensurc that State advisory panel: 2
meets as needed tc conduct
business; submits required
rcports; and serves withoat
compensation.

e Ensnr-~ that qualified special 1
ec ion personr.el are
as :d in all schools.

4. Duec Piuvess and Procedural Safeguards

o Ensure that cach public agency 4 3 2
establishes and implements
procedural safeguards that meet
Federal requirements.

¢ Ensure that parents of
handicapped childre. are afforded
the opportunity te inspect and
review all educational records
with respeet o the child’s
identification, evaluation,
cducational placement, or
provision of a free appropriate
public education.

e Ensurc that parental consent is 3 |
obtained prior to preplacement

cvaluation or initial special
cducation placement.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncomoliance with Federal Requircments
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Federal Requirements Monitored

Final
OSEP Report

Prcliminary
OSEP Report

Group I Group I Group I Group II
(N=1) (N=38) (N=17) (N=3)

Due Process and Procedural Safeguards
(cont’d)

Ensure that agencies provide
parents with written notice within
a rcasonable time before acting on
a proposal or refusal to initiate

or change a handicapped child’s
identification, ecvaluation,
placement, or to provide or deny a
free appropriate public education.

Ensure that agencies provide
parent notice that includes a

full explanation of all procedural
safeguards available.

Ensure that the written notice to
parents provided by public agencies
contains adequate descriptions and

‘explanations of agency proposals or

refusals relating to the child’s
identification, ecvaluation,
placement, or provision of a free
appropriate public education.

Ensure that those entitled to due
process hearings (parents and
agencies) are able to initiate a
hearing.

Ensure that due process hearings
are conducted, and decisions
rendered, within required
timelines.

1€5

5 4 2
5 2
4 1
2 2




Table 55 (continued)

Frecquency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Federal Requirements Monitored

Final
OSEP Repart

Preliminary
CSEP Report

Group I Group II Group I Group 11
(N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

4.  Duc Process and Procedural Safeguards

(cont’d)

Ensure that an aggrieved party to
a duc process hearing has the right
to appeal to the State (two-tier
system).

Ensurc that any reviewing official
examines the entire record.

Ensure that hearing officials
conducting a hearing arc impartial
and that a list of their names and
qualifications is available.

Establish procedures to ensure
that hearing decisions are final
unless appealed.

SEA and al’ other public agencies
cnsure thav EHA-B administrative
hearing rights are afforded if a
hearing is conducted as part of
an appeal.

Ensure that findings and decisions
of due process hearings are
transmitted to the State Advisory
panel.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group II Group I Group II
Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

4. Due Process and Procedural Safeguards
{(cont’d)

e Ensure an impartial review of a 2 1
due process hearing and that the
reviewing official’s decision is
final, unless a civil action is
brought.

e Ensure that efforts at mediation 3
of disputes are offered as a
voluntary, not a mandatory, step
prior to conducting a formal due
process hearing.

e Ensure that parents involved in 1
hearings are given the right to
have the child who is the subject
of the hearing present at the
hearing and to open the hearing to
the public.

e Ensure that each putlic agency 4
establishes and implements
procedural safeguards that ensure
parents are afforded rights
relating to the indcpendent
educational evaluation.

o Ensure that parents who are 1
parties to due process procedures
are notified of the right to bring a
civil action in State or Federal
court.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group II Group I Group II
Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

S. Least Restrictive Environment

Ensure that each public agency
establishes and implements procedures
that meet Federal requirements for
educating handicapped children in the
least restrictive environment,
including:

¢ To the maximum extent appropriate, 1 7 12 3
children who are handicapped are
educated with nonhandicapped
children.

¢ Removal of children with handicaps 1 7 15 3
from the regular educational
environment occurs only when the
nature and severity of the handi-
cap is such that eduction in
regular classes with the use of
supplementary aids and services
cannot be achieved satisfactorily.

¢ Handicapped children are not 1 7 15 3
removed from the regular educa-
tional setting without valid
justification.

¢ Placement decisions are not made 1 7 12 1
on the basis of the category of
the child’s handicapping
condition, for administrative
convenience, or prior to the
development of a completed IEP.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
VWithin State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group II Group ! Group II
Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

5. Least Restrictive Environment
(eont’d)

¢ Placement decisions are made by 4 8 1
a group of persons, including
persons knowledgeable about the
child, the meaning of the evalua-
tion data, and the placement
options.

¢ A continuum of alternative 1 3 1
placements is available to
implement each child’s IEP.

o Each handicapped child’s 1 2
educational placement is
determined at least annually.

e Approvable LEA applications set 1 2 1
forth procedures for implementa-
tion of IEP requirements and
describe the number of handieapped
children within each disability
arca served in cach type of
placement.
¢ Requirements regarding edueation 1 1
of children in the least
restrictive environment are
effectively implemented in private
and public institutions by making
arrangements with both to ensure
the rights of resident children.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Finai
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I-Group II Group I Group II
Federal Requirements Monitored (N=I) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

5. Least Restrictive Environment
(cont’d)

e Provide full information to 3 2 1
teachers and administrators about
their responsibilities for imple-
menting the least restrictive
environment provisions; provide
necessary technical assistance and
training to ensure implementation.

e Placement decisions conform with 3 1
other applicable Federal require-
ments, including using information
from a variety of sources.

e Each handicapped child’s educa- 1
tional placement is as close as
possible to the child’s home.

e Each public agency takes steps to I 2 5 1
ensure that handicapped children
participate, to the maximum cxtent
appropriate, in the various
non-academic and extracurricular
activities of fered by the agency.

e Public agencies take steps to 2 - 4
ensurc that each handicapped child
has available the variety of
educational programs and services
available to nonhandicapped
children in the arca they serve.
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Table 55 {continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirecments
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group II Group I Group II

Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

6. Individualized Education Programs
(IEPs)

Adopt .and use procedures for 3 2 1
monitoring and evaluating the

manner in which IEPs are

developed, implemented, reviewed,

and revised.

Ensure that an IEP is developed 2
and implemented for each

handicapped child placed in or

referred to a private school or

facility by a public agency or

enrolled in such placcment by

the parents,

Ensure that IEPs contain all 8 2 1
required information.

Ensure that parents attend IEP 4 4 1
meer.1gs or are given an

opportunity to participatc by

other methods when unable to

attend.

Ensure that parents are given an 4 1
opportunity to fully participate

in developing or revising the IEP

considered in the meeting.
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Table 55 {continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

’ Group I Group II Group I Group II
Federal Requiremcats Monitored (N=1) (N=38) (N=17) (N=3)

6. Individualized Education Programs
(IEPs) (cont’d)

¢ Each public agency establish and 4 3
implement procedures to ensurc
that an IEP mceting is held and
an IEP developed prior to
providing services to a child.

® Ensure that other required parti- 3 3
cipants are present at IEP
meetings.

e Ensure that IEPs include pro-
visions that make available
physical education services,
specially designed if necessary,
to each handicapped child.

9 Ensure that each public agency 2 2
provides special education and
related services to handicapped
children in accordance with their
nceds as determined by the child’s
most current evaluation and IEP.

7. Administration of Funds

¢ Assure that each recipient 2 2 1
maintains-records that fully show ‘
how grant funds are used,
total program costs, other funds
used, and need for audits.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements

Within State Groups I and II as Identified

in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 FY 1988)

Federal Requirements Monitored

Preliminary
OSEP Report

Final
OSEP Report

(N=I)

(N=8)

Group I Group II Group I Group II
(N=17) (N=3)

7.  Administration of Funds (cont’d)

LEA requests for use of an
indirect cost rate are approved
in accordance with applicable
cost accounting procedures.

Assure LEAs use EHA-B funds only
for excess costs of special
education and related services
provided to handicapped children.

Adopt and use adequate policies
and procedures to ensure that
EHA-B funds are spent and
administered in accordance with
applicable law, including:

- Non-commingling

- Proper computing of excess
cost formula for consolidatcd
program applications

- Obtaining prior approval as re-
quired for certain expenditures.

- Expenditures only for programs
that serv? handicapped children.

- Properly administering each
program and avoiding illegal,
imprudent, wasteful, or extra-
vagant usc of funds by the
State or other agencies.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group II Group I Group II
Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

8. Complaint Management

e Adopt and use written procedures 1 8
consistent with EDGAR -rules for
receiving, managing, and resolving
complaints,

o Effectively resolve complaints to 1
ensure compliance with State and
Federal requirements.

e Establish time limits for complaint 2 - 3
resolution.
o Establish criteria for allowing 1 3

extension of time limits for
complaint resolution.
¢ Include in the complaint management 2
process procedures that provide
parties the right to request from
the Secretary of Education (U.S.)
a review of the State’s final
decision.

9. Student Evaluation
Adopt and implement procedures to
ensure that evaluation procedures that

meet Federal requirements are used for
all handicapped children, so that:
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Prcliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group I Group II Group i Group II

Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

9.

10.

Student Evaluation (cont’d)

e Evaluations are conducted in 1
accordance with those requircments
before an IEP is developed
and any action taken regarding
initial placement.

e Evaluation materials are provided 1
and administered in the child’s
native language or other mode of
communication unless clearly
not fecasible to do so.

e Recevaluations are conducted 1,
within a three ycar time period. :

e Recevaluations are complete and 1
conducted by multidisciplinary
teams.

Privacy and Confidentiality

e Assurc that responsible agencies 2
provide training or instruction
to all appropriate persons
regarding State policies and pro-
cedures for protecting parent and
children’s rights,
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Federal Requirements Monitored

Final
OSEP Report

Preliminary
OSEP Report

Group I Group II Group I Group II

1C.

11,

12,

Privacy and Confidentiality (cont’d)

Ensure that parents are notified
of their rights to confidentiality
of information on an annual basis,
including the right to filc

a complaint with the Secretary

under the Family Educational Rights

and Privacy Act of 1974.

Child Count

Submit to the U.S. Department of
Education child count reports that
comply with EHA-B requirements.

Establish and implement procedures
to cnsurc that incligible children
are not included.

Provide adequate procedures for
monitoring and verifying agency
child counts.

Program Evaluation

Adopt and implement adequate pro-
cedures for evaluating, at least
annually, the effectiveness of
programs, including evaluation

of IEPs.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requiraments
Within State Groups I and I as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Federal Requirements Monitored

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

Group 1 Group I Group I Group II
(N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

12

13.

Program Evaluation (cont’d)

Procedures adopted are adequate

to cnsure program cvaluations yield
information useful for program
improvement.

Surrogate Parents

Adopt and implement procedures for
ensuring that each public agency
has a method for scleciing and
appointing surrogatc parents in
accordance with azpplicable Federal
criteria.

Assure that persons assigned as
surrogate parents are not employees
of a public agency involved in a
handicapped chiid’s education

or care.

Comprchensive System of Personnel
Development (CSPD)

Establish policies and procedures
adequate to fulfill all CSPD
requirements, including:

Description of the CSPD respon-
sibilities of the SEA and other
involved agencies and institutions.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Greups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Reviews
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP? Report

Group I Group II Group 1 Group II
Federal Requirements Monitored (N=1}) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

14.  Comprehensive System of Personnel
Development (CSPD) (cont’d)

¢ Reliable methods for ascertaining 4
the availability of sufficient
numbers of qualified personnel.

® A process for conducting the annual 5
training needs assessment and using
those results in CSPD
irnplementation.

e Procedures used in evaluating the 1
cffectiveness of the inservice
training provided.

¢ Description of SEA responsibility 4
in disseminating information about
significant and promising
cducational practices and materials
resulting from research and the
criteria for sclection of such
practices.

e Description of the technical 4
assistance provided to LEAs for
CSPD implementation and
procedures for responding to
requests for such assistance.

? Proccdures for funding CSPD, 1
including methods for obtaining
funds and criteria for awarding
funds.
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Table 55 (continued)

Frequency of Noncompliance with Federal Requirements
Within State Groups I and II as Identified
in EHA-B Compliance Revi:ws
(FY 1985 - FY 1988)

Preliminary Final
OSEP Report OSEP Report

) Group I Group II Group I Group 1I
Federal Requirecments Monitored (N=1) (N=8) (N=17) (N=3)

14. Comprehensive System of Personnel
Development (CSPD) (cont’d)

o Procedures for developing and 4
conducting in service training
programs that meet Federal
criteria.

o Criteria for obtaining contractual 1
services with other agencies or
institutions of higher education
to carry out innovative or experi-
mental CSPD programs.

e Decmonstration that institutions 2
of higher education, and other
agencies or organizations, have
the opportunity to participate
fully in development, review, and
annual updating of CSPD.
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requirements. The procedures include submission of detailed corrective action
plans, revised monitoring procedures and instruments, written procedures to ensure
the collection, analysis and maintenance of relevant information, and
documentation that appropriate enforcement action had been taken to identify and
correct continuing noncompliances.

LEA Applications. SEAs are responsible for developing procedures that LEAS
and other public agencics must follow when submitting applications for EHA-B
funds. In addition, SEAS’ procedures must include consideration of any due
process hearing decisions against an applicant or any other previous actions to
withhold funds from an applicant for noncompliance.

The OSEP monitoring teams found problems in the SEA review and approval
process for LEA applications in 25 States. The problems found in monitoring the
Group II States were generally typical of those found in the other States. The
most significant problems included ecvidence that SEAs had approved LEA
applications that contained policies that were inconsistent with Federal
rcquirements, or accepted statements of assurances where Federal requirements
specify the submission of policies and procedures for implementing certain
requirements. OSEP tcams found a few instances where outdated policies and
procedures (dating back to 1974) had been accepted in LEA applications. Due to
the failure to require amendments to outdated policies and procedures, the
standard forms used for prior written notice of agency decisions that were sent
to parents in some LEAs did not provide a full explanation of EHA-B procedural
safeguards. Thus, a relatively frequent finding was that SEAs lacked effective
procedurcs for determining if applicants meet cach of the many requirecments of
the law, and/or for verifying that significant amendments to LEA applications hud
been made properly.  Consistent with these findings, a sampling of LEA
applications by OSEP monitoring teams revealed many LEA applications that failed
to meet all EHA-B regulations.

OSEP’s monitoring of corrective actions included 1) reviewing the
comprehensiveness and explicitness of the SEAs’ revised application procedures,
making sure that cach SEA provided applicants with these updated procedures; and
2) examining a sample of the first group of applications or amended applications
approved under an SEA’s revised procedures to make sure that they meet all
Federal requirements.

Least Restrictive Environment. Each State is responsible for ensuring that
each public agency serving handicapped students meets the Federal requirements
for cducating "thosc students in the least restrictive environment (LRE). A
primary requirement is to educate children who are handicapped with children who
arc not handicapped, to thc¢ maximum ecxtent appropriate. The removal of
handicapped children from the regular educational environment is to occur only
when the nature or severity of a handicap is such that education in regular
classrooms (with supplementary aids and services) canaot be accomplished.
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Based on site visits conducted by OSTEP monitoriag teams, several States
continue to have significant problems in fully implementing the LRE requirements.
In some States, problems are statewide. Regulations in somc States describe
program delivery models for each handicapping condition that appear to limit the
range of placement options for children with certain categories of handicaps. For
example, the special class "model" was the only option identified in two States for
serving children with moderate and scver¢ mental rctardation. The OSEP
monitoring teams found evidence in numerous LEAs in several States that it was
common practice to remove children from the regular educational environment,
cither based on the category of a child’s handicapping condition or on the
configuration of the agency’s service delivery system, even when State regulations
did not appear to promote such practices. On-site investigations revealed
instances where LEAs did not hkave available a continuum of alternative
placements to the cxtent necessary to implemcnt the IEPs of children in their
jurisdictions. Often no cducational rcasons were discerned, either from the
reviews of student records or interviews with school staff, to support the decision
that those students’ IEPs could only be impicmented in a separate facility. In
several States, no evidence was found that public agencies made efforts to alter,
or consider altering, the delivery of special education or to provide supplementary
aids or services to enable children to remain in the regwlar educational
environment. In one State, LEAs were found to have removed students from
regular educational environments to make classroom space available to
nonhandicappead children.

Findings in both Group I and Group II States indicate that many States have
not established procedures to ensure that the removal of handicapped children
from the regular cducational cnvironment is warranted and based on the
requircments of EHA-B. In addition, OSEP monitoring tcams continue to find
instances where placements have been determined prior to the development of a
complete IEP, and where no procedures have been adopted or implemented to
ensure participation of handicapped children who were segregated fe. most or all
instructional periods with children who ar¢ not handicapped. In some States,
OSEP monitoring teams concluded that a child’s placement depended on which
LEA was making the placement. That is, while children with a certain
handicapping condition in onc LEA might be placed in a variety of settings in
accordance with individual assessments, children in another LEA might
automatically be assigned to onc specific setting determined by that handicapping
condition.

The corrective actions initiated by OSEP in response to these LRE findings
require States to make exiensive remedial efforts. Not only are States required
to develop detailed policies and procedures and to disseminate them to public
agencies, but they arc also asked to ensure that all other affected public
agencics understand these requiremcnts. Some States were required to assure that
each LEA in which violations of LRE were found convenc IEP mcetings by an
established timeline for children placed in scparawe facilities. At those meetings,
cach affected child’s placement was to be reviewed to determine if the decision is
consistent with the revised State poicics and procedurcs. Furthermore, States
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cited for violations of LRE requirements were required to (1) ensure that LEA
applications submitied subseguent tc approval of revised LRE policies and
procedures contain copies of gurrent LRE policies and procedures, and (2) to
review the coni ats te determine compliance with Federal and State rules relative
to LRE.

Individualized Education Programs. One or more violations of the IEP
requirements were found in 17 States during OSEP site visits to Group I and
Group (I States. The most frequent type of finding was that IEPs did not contain
all necessary irformation. Specific deficiencies noted in some student records
included: statements of p:esent levels of educational performance or annual goals
were missing or did not conform with Federal requirements: deficient statements
of the specific special education and related services to be provided to the child;
use of IEP forms that failed to include all of the IEP elements, resulting in
incomplete IEPs; and failure to specify the amount of services to be provided.

Due Process and Procedural Safeguards. Each SEA is responsible for
ensuring that it and each public agency within the State establish and implement
procedural safeguards that meet Federal requirements. Most of the States visited
have taken extensive measures to meet those requirements. However, findings
from monitoring visits showed that most States were deficient in one or more
aspects of their procedures.

The most common deficiencies across the State groupings involved the
requirement that public agencies give written notice to parents prior to taking
certain actions with respect to their handicapped child. Specifically, such notice
must be provided whenever the responsible agency proposes or refuses to initiate
or change a handicapped child’s identification, evaluation, or placement, or to
provide or deny a free appropriate public education to that child. Some States
were found to have deficiencies in the content of the notices and other
information on due process rights provided to parents. In several Statcs, there
was no evidence that required nctices were always given prior to evaluation or
placement, or that, if notices were provided, they contained the required
explanation of all procedural safeguards available to parents.

While a wide range of deficicncies was noted in eight of the Group I and
Group II States visited, in most States the problems were relatively limited, as
were the resulting corrective actions required by OSEP. Other problems identified
in one or more States in Group I included: failure to ensure that parents could
effectively exercise their right to obtain an independent educational evaluation;
failure to ensure the impartiality of hearing or reviewing officers or surrogate
parents; failure to inform parents that they could appeal adverse hearing decisions
to Federal as well as to State courts; failure to ensure that hearing officer
decisions are final, unless appeaied, and must be implemented; and not sending
copies of due process decisions to th= State advisory panel.

General Supervision. Each SEA must mect the requirement to ensure thai all
special education programs are under the general supervision of the authorities
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responsible for special education in the SEA and meet the education standards
established by the SEA. The SEA thus is responsible and- accountable for
educational programs for children with handicaps that are administered by any
other public agency within the State. Each SEA is further required to ensure
that it and all other public agency receiving EHA-B funds retain, for at least
five years, any records needed to demonstrate compliance with EHA-B
requirements.

More than three-quarters of the SEAs visited had problems in fully meeting
the general supervision requirements. In some States, the SEA had failed--to
exercise its general supervisory authority to ensure that all handicapped children
had a free appropriate public education svailabic. In five States, this occurred in
tiie case of children and youth with handicaps in juvenile and adult correctional
facilities. However, OSEP teams also fgund situations where SEAs were not given
sufficient authority, under State Iaw, over health agencies involved in the
education of handicapped children. IEP committees in those jurisdictions could
not in:lude some needed related services (occupational or physical therapy, for
example) in a handicapped child’s IEP in the absence of authorization by those
health agencies. In certain other cases, State agencies (such as State schools for
the deaf) exercis¢d independent authority under the laws of their States to admit
students without referral from other public agencies, thus being inconsistent with
the IEP and placement procedural sequence required by EHA-B. Some of the
students admitted to those special purpose facilities potentially could have been
appropriately placed in LEA programs.

For those States and others where¢ noncompliance with EHA-B requirements
in this area were found, the corrective actions required by OSEP varied depending
on the extent of the problem within each State. For the deficiencies described
above, SEAs were asked to demonstrate, by the submission of relevant documents,
that the SEA has been given specific authority for general supervision of public
agency programs providing special education and related services. Further, SEAs
were required, at times, to conduct on-site visits to review agency implementation
of the State’s policies and procedures for compliance with Federal regulations.
Following such site visits, SEAs were responsible for correcting any remaining
deficiencies identified during the on-site visit and providing reports to OSEP over
the course of the completion of those activities.

Complaint Management. Under the EDGAR provisions for this area, each
SEA is responsible for recciving and resolving any complaint that the State or
any public agency receiving EHA-B funds is violating a Federal statute or
regulation. About one-half of the States monitored by OSEP showed deficiencies
in one or more phases of their implementation of the EDGAR complaint
management requirements. Some Group II States monitored during this cycle had
problems similar to those identified among Group I States: namely, failure to
resolve complaints within the required timeline of 60 calendar days, unless
extended because of exceptional circumstances; the absence of written complaint
management procedures; or failing to inform complainants of the right to request
that the U.S. Secretary of Education review the State’s handling of the
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complaint. In several States, OSEP found that State policy barred parents from
exercising the option of bringing complaints under either the complaint process or
the due process system.

In most cases, OSEP required SEAs to implement corrective actions that
would improve the process by providing complainants with adequate, accurate
information about the complaint process and by reviewing, adopting, and
submitting to OSEP State procedures consistent with the EDGAR rules.

Other Areas of Noncompliance. As shown in Table 55, OSEP monitoring
teams found a variety of othér problems in the States visited through FY 88.
However, in the remaining areas, violations seemed to occur in fewer States and
with less frequency than in those core areas described above. (Sce the Ninth
Annual Report to Congress for a description of the types of problems OSEP teams
found ir areas such as child count, administration of funds, and surrogate
parents.)

OSEP continues to review and refine its State Plan and compliance
monitoring procedures, based on its experiences during onsite reviews and the
feedback it receives from individuals and organizations involved in or concerned
with the ¢ducation of children with handicaps. In FY 87 and FY 88 the Regional
Resource. Centers program administered by OSEP continued to offer technical
assistance to States to improve their implementation of EHA-B requirements.
Through these activities, OSEP exercises continuous oversight of the activities of
recipients of EHA-B funds.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: REGIONAL RESOURCE
AND FEDERAL CENTERS PROGRAM

OSEP sponsors technical assistance programs to help States meet the
requirements of EHA-B and improve the quality of special cducation services. The
Regional Resource Center Program (RRC), authorized by Public Law 90-247, is the
largest and oldest of these technic. assistance programs. The RRC program
provides timely assistance to all 60 St. tes and jurisdictions through a network of
six regional centers: the Northeast Regional Resource Center; the South Atlantic
RRC; the Mid-South RRC; the Great Lakes Area RRC; the Mountain Plains RRC;
and the Western RRC, which serves Pacific insular areas as well as jurisdictions
in the continental U.S. Each of the centers serves between 7 and 14 States and
territories. In addition, in 1988, OSEP established a Federal Resource Center at
the University of Kentucky.

Starting with four centers in 1969, the RRC program emphasized direct
diagnosis of children, the developmeant of experimental program models, and
training support to teachers. In 1977, the program emphasis shifted away from
direct services to children toward assisting State education agencies (SEAs) to
meet their responsibilities under P.L. 94-142. Subsequently the RRC program has
increasingly focused its efforts on capacity building and systemic program
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development in States. Most recently, the Education of the Handicapped Act
Amendments of 1986 reauthorized the program and established new priorities for
RRC assistance to States. The amendments directed the centers to provide
services consistent with State-identified priority needs and the findings that
result from compliance monitoring activities carried out by the Secretary. Under
the program, RRCs attempt to:

® Assist in the identification and resolution of , persistent
problems in providing quality special education and related
services and early intervention services;

' Assist in the development, identification and replication of
successful programs and practices that will improve service
delivery; ‘

. Gather and disseminate information within regions and
coordinate activities with other RRCs and relevant federally
funded projects;

[ Assist in the improvement of information dissemination to
and training activities for professionais and parents; and

. Provide information to and training for agencies, institutions,
and organizations regarding techniques and approaches for
submitting applications for grants, contracts, and cooperative
agreements authorized under Parts C through G of EHA.

The primary client of RRC technical assistance is the SEA. In addition,
through the SEA, services are provided to others, including local educaiional
agencies, other professionals, and parents. The centers tailor services to the
needs of individual States within their regions, and also sponsor multi-state
activities and work collaboratively with other RRCs to address needs identified
across regions. Working within the national technical assistance network, each of
the RRCs maintains current information on the States it serves as well as state-
of-the-art information on priority topics. Through its regional center, each
State has timely access to a wide range of current information on research,
policies, procedures, and practices concerning the education of children with
handicaps.

In September 1983, OSEP awarded a contract to the University of Kentucky
to operate a seventh center, the Federal Resource Center, whic.a assists the RRCs
in meeting State needs in areas of national priority. Among other tasks, the
Federal center will develop a national profile of technical assistance needs,
conduct analyses and develop models to address persistent problems in
administering and assessing special education programs, and provide training and
support to the RRCs.
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The RRCs help SEAs improve special education and related services for
students with handicaps through the identification, development, and replication of
successful programs and practices. Technical assistance strategies include
consultation, training, information dissemination, model development and
replication, product development, and linking States with other resources. RRC
assistance processes are designed to ensure proper matches between the presenting
need and the chosen strategy, emphasizing client ownership of the problem and
commitment to applying a solution.

Between 1983 and 1988, the RRCs have provided over 80,000 instances of
technical assistance service to States. (This number represents instances of
service rather than the number of individuals receiving services.) While SEA
administrators remain the primary clients, RCCs also-serve LEA administrators and
others, usually as part of a participatory planning effort, or as recipients of a
joint SEA-RRC development effort. During this period of time, RRCs reported
providing services to teachers 10,018 times, to related service personnel 4,359
times, to LEA administrators 21,925 times, to SEA administrators 20,597 times, to
parents 16,100 times and to- others 11,235 times. Parent involvement has been an
RRC priority for the past five years and represents almost 20 percent of the
total services rendered. Other recipients of services include faculty in
institutions of higher education, members of advocacy organizations, and staff in
other State agencies.

Between 1983 and 1988, RRCs delivered assistance through a wide variety of
intervention strategies. During this time RRCs reported providing 4,569
consultations, sponsoring 1,453 workshops, topical meetings or conferences,
conducting 2,044 information searches, and developing 246 publications and 48
non-print products. The RRCs provide most of their services through direct
interaction (consultation, workshops and training), rather than product
development and dissemination. Even so, nearly 300 products have resulted from
RRC assistance in the past five years. Through this variety of interventions, the
RRCs help to improve the formal State systems that are nesded to promote the
effective delivery of special education service. RRC efforts, combined with State
initiatives, administrative and political readiness, and other factors, have played a
significant part in systemic improvements that have occurred over the last decade
in States’ capacity to meet the educaticnal needs of children with handicaps.

Currently, RRCs provide assistance in three broad areas: (1) nceds related
to propcr administration of policies and procedures as identified by OSEP’s
monitoring of SEAs--for example, least restrictive environment or SEA monitoring
practices; (2) Federal initiatives (for example, carly childhood education,
transition from school to work and adult life, and parent involvement in
educational decision making); and (3) Statc-identified needs. In 1987, the six
RRCs conducted the first of two major neceds assessment and planning cycles
under their current contracts. Each center developed State assistance plans with
cach State in its region, including technical assistance agreements (TAAsS)
detailing specific technical assistance activitics RRCs will deliver during the
period 1987-89. A large majority--79 percent--of the total number of TAAs (785)
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lie within the five topical arcas identificd by OSEP as prioritics: SEA monitoring
(100); least restrictive environment (144); parent participation in decision making
(129); transition (129); and early childhood (121). The remaining 21 percent of
the TAAs address a variety of State-identificd ‘needs, for examples:
Comprehensive Systems of Personnel Development (CSPD), program effectiveness
and evaluation, technology, procedural safeguards, SEA management, and helping
SEAs find ways to meet the needs of a range of special populations (e.g.,
medically fragile, rural-remote, traumatically brain-injured, and limited English
proficient children). The sections that follow discuss first, State and regional
technical assistance and, second, national technical assistance provided by the
RRCs.

State and Regional Technical Assistance

To gain a better understanding of the services that RRCs provide within
their regions, it is helpful to look at some examples in each of the OSEP
identified priority areas. These areas are SEA administration, least restrictive
environment, transition, parent involvement, and early childhood.

SEA Administration

RRCs devote a significant portion of their activities assisting SEAs in
meeting their responsibilities for the proper administration of policies and
procedures under EHA-B. These activitics include SEA monitoring of local
programs and other Statc agencies. In addition, many technical assistance
agreements with States reflect the RRC program’s intent to deliver services that
are consistent with the findings of Federal compliance monitoring activities and
State-identified priority needs. In the last year, both the Northeast (NERRC) and
Mountain. Plains RRCs (MPRRC), for example, have provided technical assistance
to enhance the capacity of the SEAs to meect the requirements under the EHA-B
and to promote systematic program administration at the local education agency
level. Activities have included analyzing policy documents, revising State rules
and regulations, establishing or revising monitoring procedures, and developing
guidelines for program implementation. In addition, the Western RRC (WRRC) has
been assisting the developing governments of the Pacific to establish an
administrative structure and public support to continuc programs serving children
with handicaps as thesec governments have assumed increased responsibility over
their own affairs. Examples of assistance include:

. With assistance provided by the NERRC, the State of
New Jersey developed and implemerited an action plan to
revise the State Special Education Code, modifly special
education policics and procedures, and develop a
comprehensive LEA monitoring system. Incorporating
rccommendations and assistance from the same RRC, the
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State of Maine recently revised the State’s Special Education
Code.

The State of Utah received assistance from MPRRC to
_ develop new State rules and regulations and to review and
revise local policies and procedures. As outcomes of this
activity, the State developed new guidslines for serving
children who are learning disabled and revised conflict
resolution training guides for building principals. In addition,
the MPRRC helped the South Dakota SEA to revise its
monitoring procedures to enable the State to more
consistently monitor LEAs, correct identified deficiencies, and
maintain regulations that are consistent with Federal special
education statutes and regulations. r

Special education programs in the developing governments of
the Pacific (The Republic of Palau, The Republic of The
Marshall Islands, and the Federated Staces of Micronesia)
have been completely funded by Federal sources since their
inception in the 1970s. In 1986, when these governments
began planning to take on increased responsibility over their
own internal affairs, it appeared that special education
programs might be discontinued with the scheduled
termination of EHA-B funding. Working with each of these
governments, during the last two years the WRRC has
developed a status report on the condition and future needs
for special education manpower and facilitics, and on the
development of educationally related services. The process of
collecting data and interviewing ecducators and community
leaders about the future of special education has brought
together many of these people for the first time to talk
about the place of people with disabilities in their societies.
The consultation and planning that have gone into these
reports have already had a significant impact on establishing
government and public support for special education
programs. Parent, business, and community support groups
interested in programs for children with handicaps now exist
in all three of these developing areas as a result of WRRC
consultations. In addition, Palau has drafted special
education legislation, to be introduced in 1989, which has
both legislative and community support. The continued
provisicn of special education services, two years ago in
some jeopardy, now appears assured.
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Least Restrictive Environment

The second topical area identified by OSEP is the provision of services to
students with handicaps within the least restrictive environment. During 1987-
838, the RRCs assisted several States in their offorts to address a principal
mandate of the EHA-B by helping States resolve problems and to identify, adopt,
or develop successful practices concerning LRE. Activities included consultation
on State regulations and procedures related to student placement, recommendations
regarding effective instructional models at the LEA level, awareness training,
dissemination of training materials, and information sharing, as provided. through
the national electronic bulletin board of the Mid-South RRC (MSRRC) and South
Atlantic RRC (SARRC).

. Delaware and Tennessee have developed and implemcnted
statewide initiatives in the area of least restrictive
environment with assistance from the MSRRC. MSRRC
provided planning and development services to assist task
forces representing local school systems, parents, advocates
and other State agencies in Delaware to identify needs,
goais, and activities to encourage integration of disabled with
nondisabled students. As a result of this initiative, the State
Board of Education and the Department of Public Instruction
are supporting interdepartmental task forces on
transportation, facilities and finance. These aciivities are
projected to result in revised policy and procedures that will
facilitate administrative functions associated with integratc
placement alternatives. In coordination with the Nationl
LRE Network Project, the MSRRC has also facilitated
awareness training at statewide conferences in both Delaware
and Tennessee to increase the knowledge of teachers,
families, and administrators concerning LRE-related issues
and strategies. Staff at model sites in Tennessee have
participated in site visits to and coanferences on model
programs to increase their skills in the delivery of services
in regular public schools. In addition, the MSRRC supported
the development of materials documenting successful
administrative practices in the model sites for statewide
dissemination. As a result of the Tennessee effort over the
last few years, an increased number of students with severe
disabilities participate in community-based instruction at
regular public high school campuses.

. The NERRC assisted the Rhode Island SEA in the revision of
policies and procedures for the provision of services to
students within the least restrictive environment. The
project also developed a manual designed to encourage and
support local implementation of State LRE policies.
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. The WRRC has been assisting the American Samoa
Department of Education over the last three years to develop
programs that mecet Federal requirements in a unique cultural
environment. The goal of this cffort, referred to as the
Intensive Educational Support Program (IESP), is to increase
the reading skiltls of elementary students with mild
handicaps in the general cducation classroom. WRRC
assistance has included consultation on program planning and
development; selection and development of four elementary
school pilot sites; provision of information oa critical issues
(for example, policy, accessibility, liability, and curriculum
standards); training for teachers, principals, an  onsulting
tecachers; in-classroom consultation on currculum-based
assessment and instructional strategies; program visits by
American Samoan edu:ators to integrated programs on the
mainland; and evaluation of the progress of these program
development efforts.  As a result of this assistance, the
American Samoa SEA has assigned a full-time staff member
to coordinate further implementation of the IESP program,
has implemented its own expansion of pilot sitec devclopment
to a sccondary school, and is considering full implementation
of the IESP in all elementary schools.

Transition

A third OSEP topical arca is the extent to which youth, when exiting the
educationar system, are able to access and participate meaningfully in adult
activitics, opportunities and, if nccessary, adult services. Successful transition
has become an important criteria to evaluate the impact and effectiveness of
efforts to provide a free appropriate public education to all children and youth
with handicaps in recent years. Increasingly, parents and professionals have
recognized the importance of selecting goals, providing services, and conducting
planning activities while the student receives special education services under
EHA-B that will cnable the student to make a successful transition to adult life.
RRCs provide support and assistance to States in these efforts. RRCs draw upon
rescarch and established model practices to carry out such activities as awareness
conferences, training activities, consultation, and model and product development.

) Over the last several years, Virginia has experienced
significant growth in programs for handicapped youth and
young adults. To assist the State in coordinating these
programs across cducational and adult service agencies, the
MSRRC collaborated with the Region III office of the
Rehabilitation  Services Administration to sponsor a
conference for agency and consumer representatives
concerned with service delivery to handicapped youth and
young adults. The expected outcomes for the conference
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included the development of objectives and action steps for
continued collaborative planning. A major result of the
conference was the devclopment of a plan entitled Virginia’s
Integrated Transition Approach Through Leadership (VITAL).
Staff and resources from the MSRRC were allocated to
support the VITAL team and help them impiement their
action plan. The VITAL tecam has held several State
conferences for hundreds of parents, students, service
providers, and cmployers and has developed additional
projects designed to fill service gaps. In addition, the
Virginia SEA has ecstablished a full-time staff position to
coordinate transition services for youth with handicaps.

The Great Lakes Arca RRC (GLARRC) has provided assistance
to an interagency transition committee in Minnesota that
recently played an active role in the development and
passage of legislation that required development of
individualized transition plans for all children with handicaps
that outline the special instruction and other serviees to be
provided to meet their transition needs. The legislation also
requires formation of community-based interagency transition
committees.

In the State of Idaho, the WRRC conducted activities to
support  development of  State  guidelines and  the
implementation of transition planning at the LEA level. A
transition planning guide and consultation on community-
based transition programs were provided. Qutcomes included
State support of local transition coordinators, development at
the district level of building-based student programs and the
establishment of community networks of suhools, adult service
agencies and private businesses. Taking advantage of
contextual, fiscal and other similaritics, the State of Arizona
is now using the information obtained from Idaho’s
experience to develop State guidelines and support local
district transition activities.

In response to an expressed need to increase the capacity of
SEAs, LEAs, parents, and *other agencies to plan for students’
sccondary cducation and transition from school to work and
adult life opportunities, in 1988 NERRC conducted a regional
transition conferenee, "Creating a Vision for Change: Values,
Stratecgics and Commitments." Approximately 100 participants
from seven States in the Northeast Region and from Michigan
worked in small groups as State tcams and heard a varicty of
presentations designed to assist in their collaborative state-
based transition planning c¢fforts. The conference fostered a
number of new initiatives in the Northeast States. Vermont
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is designing guidelines for the developrent of state-level
transition policy. New Hampshire will develop and deliver
workshops, resource directories, and a film documentary for
the purpose of fostering improved collaboration between
parcents and school personnel planning for the transition of
students with handicaps. Maine will emphasize activities to
increase public awareness about the transition neceds of
students and provide training to improve the capacity of
local communitics and parents to implement individualized
transition plans.

Parent Involvement

Parental participation in decisions regarding the ic.ntification, evaluation and
services provided to children with handicaps is a central provision of the EHA-B
and an OSEP-identified topical priority for RRC assistance. RRCs assist in the
development, impiementation and dissemination of information and practices that
promote cffective parental involvement. During the past year, RRCs have
provided various forms of assistance to States and parents, including support for
the development of State-level plans for services to parents and sharing of
information regarding parent training materials. Building on this past year's
expericnces, for example, the SARRC will carry out further work with SEA staff
and parents within the region. This effort aims to develop guidelines that will
assist SEAs and LEAs as they secck to promote active parental involvement in
policy development and the provision of educational programs and services for
students with handicaps. Other examples of assistance in this arca providcd by
RRCs includs:

° The GLARRC assisted The Friends of Special Education in
the Chicago School Diftrict to develop and implement a
program designed to prcpare minority parents to suprort
other parents’ involvement in decisions affecting their
children’s cducation. District officials report, as a result, an
increasc in minority parent involvement in the cducation
proccss. Based on the success of the program, the Chicago
LEA rcquested an cxpansion of the program to train one
"friend" in cach -eclcmentary school building to facilitate
communications between the school personnel and parcnts.

) The SARRC assisted the State of Florida in the development
of a State Master Plan for Parent Services that included as
componcents: parent and professional training, LEA parent
advisory councils, and SEA-level staffing requirements. The
State of Alabama developed a similar master plan modeled on
the Florida _lan.
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. In 1988, the NERRC conducted a regional conference for
State teams of parents and educators to strengthen family
and school partnerships in the education of children with
handicaps. As a result of this conference, several initiatives
have emerged in participating States, including the formation
of the New Hampshire Parents Council of Special Education,
the creation of the Parent/Professional Collaboration
Corumittee of the Rhode Island Special Education Advisory
Committee, and the delivery of training workshops in Maine
to assist local communities to implement the Parents
Encouraging Parents program.

Early Childhoed

The fifth OSEP-identified priority area is the provision of services to infants
and toddlers with handicaps. Following the passage of The Education of the
Handicapped Act Amendments of 1986, Federal support for services to this
younger group has expanded significantly. Through policy and programmatic
initiatives, States are extending or, in some cases for the first time, offering
services to preschool youngsters. Through Part H of the EHA-B, States are
initiating or expanding early intervention services to children birth through two
years of age who are handicapped or at risk for becoming so. Through their
information sharing and dissemination activities, the RRCs have offered
assistance to States and service providers as they develop policies, and plan and
implement the Statewide programs. Examples of these initiatives:

) GLARRC has compiled and disseminated information from all
States related to their implementation of the Handicapped
Infants and Toddlers Program (Part H, EHA) and the
Preschool Grant Program. This document identifies: (1) lead
agencies appointed by governors in all States and territories
to administer Part H; (2) age ranges for which States
mandate free appropriate public education; (3) enrollment and
incidence information by age group; (4) fiscal information for
services provided to children aged 3 through 21; (5) eligibility
criteria for services offercd to children age three through
five, and (6) early childhood teacher certification
requirements.

. After assisting the Bureau of Indian Affairs develop a
document detailing the agency’s special education policies and
procedures, the MPRRC provided additional support to extend
BIA policies and procedures to cover the provision of
services to children aged three to five with handicaps who
are enrolled in schools either operated or supported by the
BIA.
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. In response to nceds identified this past year, thc GLARRC
will coordinate a Planner Conference on Integration and
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) for Young Children
during 1988-89 year. The purposc of the confer~nce will be
to enable policy makers to examine models fo: ategration of
very young children with handicaps within least restrictive
environments. Utilizing information disseminated through
GLARRGC, the State of Michigan will coordinate a conference
designed to facilitate operation of 1iocal interagency
coordinating, councils. Finally, Minnesota is planiing a series
of inservice training sessions to promote interagency early
childhood networking, joint planning at the local level, and
development of a consensus of State legislative proposals.

Along with the priority arcas identified by OSEP, the RRCs deliver
technical assistance to SEAs in areas of critical need that States have identified.
In response to these requests, RCCs have devcloped over 300 products, including
print and non-print resources. These products, most often used to inform and
facilitate decision-making, address a wide varicty of programmatic and
administrative topics, such as service delivery to special populations of children,
student assessment, program evaluation, parent involvement, SEA management, and
interagency collaboration. The products themselves are of many types, including
bibliographies, descriptions of policies and promising practices at the State and
local levels, service directories, analyses of policy issues and options, computer
programs and guides, and training manuals. For example, in 1987, the WRRC
prepared a manual designed to assist rural and remote communities and States
utilize telecommunications technologics in the delivery of special education
services. To assist States in its region, the MSRRC conducted a survey in 1987
of its client States to identify and describe current efforts to meet the
transitional needs of sccondary age students. In 1986, the center developed a
guide for planners concerned with the transition from school to work and adult
life. For the Alabama SEA, the SARRC in 1987 developed a plan to improve and
expand services to parents of persons with disabilities. Finally, the NERRC
developed a guide in 1986 for cducators in Maine for planning for the use of
technology in special education.

National Technical Assistance

When SEA needs warrant it, the different RRCs collaborate to reduce
duplication, save money, and increase impact. Recent examples of such
collaborative ecfforts and their impact on issues of national importance are
described below.
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Effectiveness Indicators for Special Education

In the early to mid 1980s, the attention of parent groups, teachers, and
State and local administrators increasingly focused on the need to examine and
define the elements constituting "effective” education for children and youth with
handic2ns. Across the States, their efforts had become somewhat duplicative; in
some cases, efforts were not informed by the rapidly emerging knowledge base
resulting from recent research on effectiveness of the regular education in
schools. As the RRC with responsibility for this topic, in 1985 the Mid-South
RRC formed a national panel with representatives of all RRCs, parents, teachers,
and State and local administrators in both regular and special education. With
the assistance of a subcontractor, the panel developed a comprchensive reference
document entitled "Effectiveness Imdicators for Special Education.3®  Tkis
document consolidated indicators from school and classroom effectiveness research,
from special education research, and from State and local pract¥ce. It organized
the information according to the framework for evaluating program effectiveness
in regular education that had been developed earlier by the Council of Chief State
School Officers. The document was reproduced by the Council of Administrators
of Special Education (CASE) and by the National Clearinghouse for Rehabilitation
Training Materials. Thousands of copies have been distributed to local
practitioners, who use them primarily as a source of ecvaluation standards and
questions. In addition, CASE has used the document as the basis for an
evaluation manual it has recently developed; trainers for preservice and inservice
training in nearly every State have also used it.

Parent Involvement/Parent Professional Partnership

The RRC program developed and launched a series of initiatives in response
to the critical need identified by States for greater parent involvement in the
eduction of children with handicaps. These initiatives were intended to promote
parent participation in all levels of the educational system, particularly in the
local decision-making processes that affect the quality of special education
programs on the local level. These initiatives began in 1983 with the addition of
parent representatives from each State to the advisory committees of the RRCs.
As committee members, parents have helped develop State-specific and regionwide
programs for technical assistance to foster more productive parent participation.
In 1984 the RRC program and OSEP sponsored a national parent ccnference to
help energize State and local parent involvement efforts.

With RRC assistance and collaboration with Federally funded Parent
Information Centers and the national Technical Assistance for Parent Programs
(TAPP) project to coordinate services and increase the effectiveness of State and

38National RRC Pancl of Indicators of Effectiveness in Special Education
(1986). Stillwater, Oklahoma: National Clearinghouse of Rehabilitation Training
Materials, Oklahoma State University.
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local parent involvement programs, systematic parent involvement progiams are in
place in all six RRC regions. For example, the Northeast RRC has developed a
regional parent/professional work group that helps guide the services of the RRC
and has supported the development of work groups in six of the Northeast
States. These groups, in turn, work collaboratively with their SEAs to develop
statewide and local training and dissemination programs that facilitate informed
parent participation.

Assistive Devices

In 1984, several States across the RRC regions identified as an issue the
need to develop assistive device services for individuals with communication and
mobility disabilities and to make these services more broadly available. OSEP and
the RRCs established a multi-regional work group composed of representatives
from each of the RRC regions to address this topic as a national initiative. As
the léad RRC, the Great Lakes Area RRC convened the National Planners
Conference on Assistive Device Service Delivery in 1987 and developed a
proceedings document. The Association for Advancement of Rehabilitation
Technology published 500 copies of a manual based on that document to help
States plan services for individuals nceding assistive devices. The effort has
spawned several State task forces, projects and other initiatives to increase the
availability and use of assistive devices and related services. Participating States
have also adapted resource materials from the conference and used them in State-
specific awareness, training, and development efforts. For example, Minnesota has
conducted a survey of local units to identify assistive device users, developers,
and trainers in the State. Based on that information, a statewide assistive device
conference was recently conducted to promote promising and cffective practices.

Transition

During the last five years, much RRC effort has centered around improving
interagency collaboration, particularly as it affects transition of students from
school to adult life. In 1985 the RRCs coordinated and co-sponsored a series of
conferences with the Rehabilitation Services Administration (RSA), an agency
within OSERS concerned with adults with disabilities. Conferences were held in
every region and involved individuals from special education, vocational
rehabilitation, vocational education, regular cducation, parent groups, and other
service providers and agencics. Staff from most of the RRCs and all of the RSA
regional offices together developed conference agendas, identified participants and
presenters, provided resource materials, and led conference work groups.  Each
conference provided a forum for agency personnel and parents to exchange
information and plan appropriate actions in their regions to work toward better
transitions for youth with disabilitics from school into community and employment
settings. Many ongoing statewide and local interagency planning cfforts, training
sessions, and programs have resulted from the regional conferences.
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SUMMARY

Through the five components of its Compliance Monitoring System, OSEP
systematically reviews the adequacy of States’ policies and procedures to carry
out the requirements of EHA-B. This system has the capacity to verify that the
requirements of the Act are being carried out, as well as to determine with States
appropriate remedial measures that must be taken to correct identified
discrepancies between the requirements and States’ policies and procedures. The
Regional Resource and Federal Centers Program, along with other techniéal
support programs sponsored by OSEP, plays an important role in assisting States
design and implement improvements needed to meet their responsibilities under the
statute. In addition, its technical assistance services support SEAs in their
efforts to identify administrative and programmatic needs and to design and put
in place improvements to enhance the quality of educational and related services
provided to infants, toddlers, children and youth with handicaps. Through the
combined resources of these compliance and technical assistance programs, States
receive on-going support in implementing the complex demands of providing full
educational oppértunities to youngsters with disabilities.
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CHAPTER VIII

EFFORTS TO EVALUATE THE EFFECTIVENESS
OF PROGRAMS EDUCATING CHILDREN
WITH HANDICAPS

Section 618 of the Education of the Handicapped Act mandates that the
Department of Education assess progress in implementation of the Act, provide
Congress with information relevant to policy making, and provide Federal, State
and local agencies with information relevant to program management,
administration, and effectiveness of education and early intervention services.
This chapter examines Federal and State/Federal evaluation efforts supported
under the Act.

First, it describes five Federal studies on the following topics: 1) the
provision of a free appropriate public education to certain populations of students
being served in special education (native Hawaiian and Pacific Basin, native
American, migrants, residents of rural areas, and limited English proficiency); 2)
the extent to which vocational education programs are serving youngsters with
handicaps; 3) an assessment of procedures to improve programs of instruction for
handicapped children being served through day and residential facilities; 4) a
longitudinal study on how students with handicaps fare in high school and after;
and; 5) a survey of expenditures for special education and related services. The
chapter then explains the State Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program, which
sponsors cooperative cvaluation studies by State agencies and the Department of
Education. It describes current studies being carried out undér the program in
the States of Colorado, Connecticut, Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, and North
Carolina. The findings of four completed studies on prereferral interventions
from the States of California, Kansas, New York, and North Carolina are then
presented and compared. The findings of four additional completed studies are
then highlighted. Finally, the chapter explores the impact of the Federal/State

evaluation program on State agencies and looks at the role of Federal technical
assistance in the program. :

FEDERAL STUDIES

The principal evaluation activities conducted at the Federal level are specific
legislative mandates that are prescribed in Section 618 of EHA-B, as amended.
The special studies cover topics on which Congress and the Department of
Education need nationally representative information to evaluate the
implementation of the Act.
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Praviding a Free Appropriate Public Education to Special
Populations of Students With Handicaps

The EHA Amendments of 1986 at Section 618(f)(4) directed the Secretary of
Education to provide information in the Annual Report to Congress addressing the
provision of a free appropriate public education to infants, toddlers, cHildren, and
youth with handicaps who comprise five special populations: native Hawaiian and
other native Pacific Basin; native American; migrants; living in rural areas; and of
limited English proficiency. To fulfill the Congressional mandate, Decision
Resources Corporation and its collaborating subcontractor, the National
Association of State Directors of Special Education, are conducting a special study
under contract with OSEP. The principal tasks of this study are to identify,
describe and, wherever possible, analyze existing data on students with handicaps
in the five groups and the special education services they are receiving. Data
collection and analysis have now been completed. The final report is scheduled
for completion early in 1989. This study will describe: (1) the provision of
services to children with handicaps representing each of the special populations;
(2) exemplary and promising practices related to procedures (e.g., identification),
resources (e.g.,, personnel) and service delivery; (3) the status and
recommendations regarding the development and utilization of empirical data
bases; (4) implications for future research and evaluation activities; and (5) a
synthesis of findings within and across the special populations summarizing
information regaiding the provision of services, the population to be served, and
systems of service delivery.

Study of Vocational Education Services to Children with Handicaps
(1987 Transcript Study)

Section 618(f)(2)(D) of the EHA Amendments of 1986 requires that the
annual report to Congress include an analysis and evaluation of the participation
of handicapped children and youth in vocational education programs and services.
The Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984 (P.L. 98-524) requires a
national assessment of vocational education among the handicapped and non-
handicapped population. To meet the requirements of these mandates, the Office
of Special Education Programs, in collaboration with the Center for Educational
Statistics and the Office of Planning, Budget, and Evaluation, obtained data on
high school students with and without handicaps, age 17 or in the 11th grade,
from 469 schools across the United States.

The data on students with handicaps came from two sources: Reviews of
student transcripts, and analysis of data from questionnaires that were completed
for each handicapped student in participating schools. These data promise to be
particularly useful in describing the patterns of courses taken by students with
handicaps within regular, special, and vocational education, as well as
understanding how students with handicaps access vocational education. Data
from this study will be published in the Twelfth Annual Report to Congress, 1990.
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Study of Programs of Instruction in Day and Residential Facilities

Section 618(f)(2)(E) of the EHA requires that the annual report to Congress
include "an analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of procedures undertaken
by each State educational agency, local educational agency, and intermediate
educational unit to improve programs of instruction for handicapped children and
youth -in day or residential facilities" To address this requirement, QSEP is
conducting a four-part study under a contract with Mathematica Policy Research
which includes the following components:

. A survey of facilities. From a national sample of private and
public day and residenticl facilities for handicapped
children/youth which provide educational services on their
premises, 2,600 facilities have been contacted to provide data
on the current status of education in facilities for
handicapped students.

. A survey of State Directors of Special Education. Data were
obtained from State Directors of Special Education on
procedures that affect the improvement of educational
programs for handicapped students.

. Case studies of State procedures. In depth data were
obtained f.~m eight State Directors of Special Education
regarding Sta.c procedures designed to improve instructional
prograimns at separate facilities.

) Case studies of separate facilities. Site visits were conducted
with facility staff at 24 sites (three within each of eight
states) to gather information on changes in facility
educational practices and SEA, LEA and other governmental
agency procedures affecting facility practices.

The study will provide data on the characteristics of children served in
separate day and residential facilities; the nature and amount of education and
related services received by these children; opportunities for integrated services
that exist within separate facilities; the movement of children in and out of such
facilities; and the quality of services, staff, and facilities in genera’.
Additionally, the study will compare data with those obtained by the Office of
Civil Rights in 1978-79,57 in order to document changes in services. Finally, the
study will examine procedures to improve instructional programs in separate
facilities in eight States, and note changes in facili‘y educational practices.
Preliminary data from this study will be reported in the Twelfth Annual Report to
Congress, 1990.

370ffice of Civil Rights Special Purpose Facilities and Rights Survey, 1978-79.
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Longitudinal Study of Secondary and Postsecondary Students with Handicaps

Scction 618(e)(1) of the EHA Amendments of 1983 directed the Secretary of
Education to conduct a longitudinal study of a sample of handicapped students.
This five-year study, conducted under contract by SRI International, focuses on
the educational, vocational, and independent-living status of a sample of secondary
students aged 14 to 22. It zxamines the educational experiences of these students
in secondary school, as well as their transitional status and progress after leaving
school.  Chapter IV of this Eleventh Annual Report to Congress reports some
preliminary information on this longitudinal study.

Survey of Expenditures for Special Education and Related Services

Section 618(e)(2) of EHA-B, as amended by P.L. 98-199, directed the
Secretary of Education to provide information regarding State and local
expenditures for educational services for handicapped students and to calculate a
range of per pupil expenditures by handicapping condition. OSEP contracted with
Decision Resources Corporation (DRC) to undertake a survey to obtain comparable
expenditure data from a sample of 60 school districts in 18 States. The DRC
study focused on the range and variation in expenditures and service levels. The
study investigated such questions as:

. How much does it cost to educate children with handicaps?
. Who provides special education programs and services?

. How are different types of programs and services distributed
across uifferent handicapping conditions?

. What is the coatribution of Federal funds?

Chapter VI of this report presents the major findings of this study.

STATE/FEDERAL EVALUATION STUDIES PROGRAM

The innovative State Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program, initiated in
1983, provides valuable opportunities for States to work together with the US.
Dcpartment of Education on evaluation questions of mutual concern. The program
was created under Scction 618(d) of EHA-B, as amended by P.L. 98-199, which
authorizes the Sccretary of Education to enter into cooperative agreements with
State agencies to cvaluate the impact and effectiveness of programs provided for
under the Act. The remainder of this chapter describes the background of the
program, current evaluation projects, findings from completed evaluation studies
-arried out under the program, and some of the impacts of the program within
. «¢ States.
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Background on the State/Federal Evaluation Studies Program

During the Congressional deliberations over P.L. 98-199, the Senate
Committee on Labor and Human Resources stated that

The Committec believes that local educat. nal agencies, State
educational agencies, and the Federal speciz education agencies
working together could produce comprehensive ana useful information
on the impact and effectiveness of programs assisted under the Act
which could lead to program improvements at the Federal, State, and
local levels. [S. Rep. No. 19, 98th Cong., st Sess. 12 (1983).}

The intent of Congress was to initiate a State/Federal cooperative evaluation
effort that would mutually benefit the special education program at Federal, State,
and local levels (Ninth Annual Report to Congress, 1987). P.L. 98-199 expanded
the mission of Section 618 at the same time that it created the new program for
States’ evaluation of special education programs. The original Section 618
mandate as provided for in P.L. 94-142 was to measure and evaluate the impast of
the program authorized by the Act, the effectiveness of States’ efforts to assure
the free appropriate public education of all handicapped children, and to report to
Congress on these matters. P.L. 98-199 added responsibility for developing
information relevant to program management, administration, and effectiveness of
education and early intervention services for the use of .Federal, State, and local
agencies. The expanded Section 618 mandate expects that information gathered
under its authority wiil be usable for policy making, program management,
administration, and examining effectiveness of service. The State/Federal program
of fers @ means to generate this information.

Structure of the Program

Two major factors enable the program to be responsive to both Federal and
State needs. The first is that study priorities have been invitational since the
first program competition in 1984. The sccond is the cooperative agreement
award mechanism.

The Secrctary of Education invites applicants to study issues of prime
importance to the Federal agency. But, applicants do not have to respond to
these priorities in order to be considered for funding. Therefore, State agencies
may use the program to study an issue or question that is timely and necessary.
State educational agencics have cacrcised this flexibility to design studies which
have asked such question as:

"What are the critical variables affecting placement decisions of
emotionally maladjusted students?”

"Are there legitimate criteria for entrance into and exit from special
cducation? Are these criteria applied judiciously across programs?"




"Are therc differences among local programs providing services to
children with handicaps? What are some of the factors contributing to
those differences?"

Of the 44 studies funded since the first competition in FY 84, many have
addressed the Secretary of Education’s invitational priorities to design studies
that investigate such issues as:

"What are the effects of program options, support services, and

procedures used prior to referral for special education?"

"What are the programs and support services that ensure successful
transition to the world of work, higher education and independent
living?"

"What are the initiatives taken in regular education to assure that only
students requiring special education are referred formally ahd placed in
special education programs?"

Because studies funded under the program have a project period of 18
months, State agencies are able to respond in a timely fashion to questions asked
by State legislatures, State boards of education, and other State governing bodies.

An increase in the commitment to educational evaluation on the part of
State educational agencies, State legislators, and local districts in -recent years’
has also encouraged State educational agencies to participate in the program. A
common concern about ths increasing number of students who are classified with
certain handicapping conditions (for example, learning disabilities) and a related
increase in service costs also encourages State participation. For example, Utah
State Department of Education’s study, Evaluation of Mainstreaming Models, was
initiated in part to respond to the requests of State legislators to demonstrate
that special education programs are working. State agencies also view the
progiam as an opportunity to demonstrate the accountability of State and local
educational agencies. ‘Thi> goal is compatible with the Congressional intent of
Section 618(d) in P.L. 98-199 (which authorizes the State Agency/Federal
Evaluation Studies Program) and the overall Section 618 mission to provide
Congress, Federal, State, and local agencies with usable information.

The second factor that enables the program to respond to both Federal and
State need is the funding mechanism used by the Department of Education to
make awards under the program. That mechanism is a cooperative agreement
which differs from a grant in that substantial involvement is anticipated on the
part of the Federal agency. Federal involvement generally takes place in the
refinement of the evaluation question to be studied, in the study design, and in
~¢view of data collection instruments and reports. In the State Agency/Federal
Evaluation Studies Program a partnership is formed between the Federal agency,
which provides 60 percent of the project funds, and the State agency, which
provides the remaining 40 percent of the funds.




Studies Funded Under the State Agency/Federal Evaluation
Studies Program in FY 1988

For FY 1988, approximately $750,000 was available to support scven new
projects under this program. The topics of the studies and the States carrying
them out are as follows:

The Effectiveness of Special Education Programming at the Secondary Level
Based Upon Student Qutcome and Program Quality Indicators (Colorado)

One objective of the study is to evaluate secondary special education student
outcome indicators such as attendance, suspension, drop-out, and graduation
rates; attaining IEP objectives; job preparation skills; independent living skills;
social attitudes and bechaviors; and, school and community integration. Another
study objective is to investigate the conditions and practices that contribute to
positive student outcomes for secondary special education students such as
resource allocation, curriculum and programs, instructional practices, staff
characteristics, school climate, parent participation and interagency collaberation.

The project should make a contribution at the local, Stztec and national
levels. Locally, the study results will provide districts with a model -and methods
for examining desired student outcomes. On a State level, the study will provide
Colorado with an initial data base on student outcomes and program effectiveness
in a sclected sample of high school secttings, and a data base of exemplary
practices and improvement strategics whose impact can be assessed through
longitudinal follow-up. The study will contribute to the consistency of state
agency evaluation methods that are outcome and indicator based.

Current Service Delivery Arrangements for Students Experiencing Educational
Dif ficulties at the Elementary Level (Minnesota)

The evaluation will describe services and programs provided to children in
regular and special education settings. It will also assess the impact of variations
in service delivery and organizational support systems on special education. Data
generated by the study will provide a framework for defining reasonable
expectations for service delivery in regular education as well as standards for
conformance with the provision in the Act that children with handicaps be
educated within the least restrictive environment.

The Effects of Four Service Delivery Models Which Respond to the Regular
Education Initiative (North Carolii:a)

The efficacy of four service delivery models will be determined in terms of
the effects upon (1) students (grade 1-5 academic and behavioral change), (2)
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teachers (preference and perceived skills to serve above average, average and
handicapped students), and (3) the fiscal structure of local school units. Data
from this study will be analyzed to examine relationships among student
attributes, teachers’ pre erence to serve, and teachers’ perceived abilities to serve
students with different attribuzes,

Documentation of the Status and Experiences of Secondary Students
Who Heve Exited Special Education Programs, and Analysis of the
Relationship Between Secondary Programming and Postsecondary
Outcomes (Kentucky)

" The study is investigating the types of special education programs in which
former students participated; the extent of vocational trairing; the transition
planning process; the intcraction between the students, families, community
agencies and services at the transition point; and the extent of community-based
instruction provided during the secondary program. The results of this study will
provide State and local decision makers with the neceded data to improve
secondary programming and to plan more accurately for the needs of these youth
as they enter the community. Data on the current status of individuals who have
cxited special education programs will be compared ‘with a variety of community
variables, including current economic conditions and employment possibilities,
available transportation systems, adult service providers and programs in the
community, and types of housing available.

Assessing Program Effectiveness and Impact of Cross-categorical
Service Delivery Models With Respect to Student Achievement and
Ad justment, Teacher and Other Variables (Kansas)

This study will compare programs serving students with the same handicap to
programs serving students with different handicaps. Although some information
will be collected for students with handicaps that occur less frequently, most will
pertain to students with learning disabilities, mental retardation, or emotional
disturbance. Information on the results of this study will also be used to assess
the preparedness of teachers serving in categorical and cross-catcgorical programs
respectively, and, as appropriate, recommend changes in State regulations and
certification requirements.

Assessing the Usefulness of the State's Mandatory Mastery Test for
Statewide Evaluation of Special Education Programs for Handicapped
Students in Public Schools ( Connecticut)

The study will cstablish suitable performance criteria and standards for
assessing special education students and measuring student progress over time. It
will assess the feasibility of implementing an out-of-level version of the mastery

test for some special education students. The cvaluation will also explore the
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uscfulness of the Connecticut Mastery Test for prereferral screening and academic
prescription for mildly handicapped special education students. Use of the State
mastery test to measurc the progress of students with handicaps over time and to
implement out-of-level testing for some students will provide statewide data about
the progress of special education students on academic outcomes.

The study will provide information about the procedures, manpower, time and
cost for use of the mastery test for statewide evaluation, and information about
special cducstion students performance in relation to established test standards
for all students. It is anticipated that the study will establish standards for
improved programming for special education students at the \distrigt and State
level.

A Follow-up Study of a Sample of Special Education Students Who
Completed or Exited School (Maryland)

The study will investigate post-school status in terms of living
arrangements, cmployment, job satisfaction, and social adjustment. The most
important outcome of the proposed study is the potential to obtain employment
and independent living informaticn on a substantial number of special education
students over an extended period of time. The opportunity to track changes in
cmployment and living status among former special education students will provide
valuable data regarding post-school adjustment of students with disabilities.
Student follow-up data will be used to assess the effectiveness of existing
vocational and transition programs.

Comparisons and Single-State Findings From the
State Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program

Prereferral Interventions: Individual Study
Findings and Commonalities

Four of the cvaluation studies funded by the State Agency/Federal
Evaluation Studics Program obtained data on prereferral interventions. These
classroom-based interventions have been of particular intercst to State policy
makers as a cost control mcasure and a means of avoiding the inappropriate
assignment of services. These four studies were carried out by the California
State Department of Education (initiated FY 1984); the Kansas State Department
of Education (initiated FY 1985); the New York State Department of Education
(initiated FY 1985); and the North Carolina Staic Department of Education
(initiated FY 1985). The cvaluation studies in these four SEAs were diverse in
the focus of their research questions, the methodology employed, and the scope of
work  However, several important commonalitics have emerged. This section
briefly describes cach of these four studies and highlights the commonalities that
can be drawn from study findings.
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Existing student study team piocesses in selected volunteer special education
local - plan areas, school districts, and schools in California: A descriptive
evaluation.

The California SEA prereferral project describes the characteristics of
pupils brought to the attention of student study teams and the instructional
modifications and interventions provided those students. A cooperative case study
approach was used by project staff in 29 volunteer elementary, intermediate, and
high schools in 22 school districts within nine Special Education Local Plan Areas
throughcut California. Project staff analyzed a total of 230 surveys, 26 logs, and
194 student record forms. (A report of study findings appeared in the Nintk
Annual Report to Congress, 1987.) The study found:

. Although the time period for data collection was short and
onc-third of the modifications or interventions attempted
could not be assessed, participant schools reported over 40
percent of the modifications/interventions that the student
study team recommended did have some identifiable success.
Less than 2 percent of the modifications/interventions were
reported as clearly unsuccessful,

] The most frequent purpose of the student study team process
was coordination of delivery of services, serving regular
cducation students with learning problems, and referring
students to other programs if necessary.

® General academic performance was the most frequently
occurring student problem characteristic. Social /emotional
adjustment and academic behavior occurred seccond most
frequently.

. The most common recommendation madc by the student study
teams in participating schools was a recommendation for
outside resources intervention, which incorporated all persons
or programs outside the regular or special education
classroom.

For example, persons with specialized knowledge and
cxperience, such as resource specialists, speech teachers, and
sckool psychologists, were often requested to observe the
student and provide materials or suggestions to the classroom
teacher who was responsible for implementing them.

. The study arrived at no single definition of the student study
tcam process. School staff had tailored their processes to fit
their schools, the resources available, and the need of iheir
staff and students.
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2. Evaluation of identification and preassessment procedures in Kansas.

The Kansas SEA assessed the effectiveness of new State guidelines for
determining eligibility and placement of students with learning disabilities,
behavioral disorders, and speech/language handicaps. The study also evaluated the
effectiveness of preassessment procedures that have recently been mandated by
State regulations. Nine sites, representing approximately 15 percent of the local
education agencies (LEAs) in the State participated in the study. Data were
collected through examination of 254 records of students recently referred and
268 interviews with school personnel (directors of special education, special
eduction instructional staff, related services personnel, regular education
instructional staff, and regular education administrators). The study found:

® There was wide variability in the way different LEAs carried
out preassessment.

' Three critical factors differentiated successful from
unsuccessful preassessment. They were: accurately
describing the student’s problem; using direct, appropriate
interventions; and evaluating the outcome of the
int~rventions.

? Districts where preassessment was being effectively
implemented had a much lower rate of referral to
comprehensive evaluation than districts where preassessments
were not functioning successfully. In districts with effective
preassessment, only about 50 percent of the students were
referred for a comprehensive evaluation. In contrast, where
critical factors were missing from the preassessment process,
the referral rate ranged from 80 to 100 percent.

0 Interviewees frequently emphasized the need for resources to
provide services for students referred to but ultimately not
placed in special education.

3. The effects of New Yo, tate’s instructional program options, support
services, and procedures used prior .o referral for special education and
upon declassification from special education.

The State of New York wanted to know if the rapid increase in numbers of
students identified as handicapped had to do with the availability of certain
program options and support services within special education. The State
Education Department suspected that this rise, as well as the length of stay of
such students in special education programs, was at least partially due to a lack
of program options and services within regular education.
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The study compared 12 local school districts with high rates of referral with
12 districts with low rates. In addition, 12 New York City schools with high and
low referral rates were also studied. The study developed a detailed catalog of
all programs and support services relevant to addressing learning difficulties,
which was used in surveys, onsite interviews, and case studics. Personnel were
asked what types of programs and services were used or not used, and why. (A

report of study findings appeared in the Tenth Annual Report to Congress, 1988.)
The study found:

. Teachers in the high-referral-rate schools chose to refer
student over 50 percent more frequently than teachers in
low-referral-rate schools. No relationship was found
between the availability of program options and the rate at
which pupils were referred. The refzrral rate appears to be
much more a function of the arzsunt and type of intervention
techniques employed in the regular classroom.

. Teachers in low-referral schools used a much broader
repettoire of classroom intervention methods and employed
more than twice as many intervention options and services
prior to referral than their counterparts in high-referral
schools.

° Teachers in low-referral schools took a more active role in
dealing with student learning problems, and tended to consult
a greater number of other professionals more frequently.

4. The effectiveness of the North Carolina prereferral and intervention model 1n
terms of cost, time, re ferral appropriateness, and impact of training models.

North Carolina sought to determine if the two-tier prereferral process for
behaviorally/emotionally handicapped students it established in 1985 was more
efficient than the previous system in terms of referring students in need of
special education as quicklv as possible, screening out those who should not be
referred, and minimizing a.sessment costs. Twenty-four schools provided data on
297 referrals. (A report on the study appecared in the enth Annual Report to
Congress, 1988.) The study found:

. Tecachers and students received assistance within fewer school
days through the prereferral procedure than through the
direct referral procedure.

° The prereferral procedure cost less in personnel time than
the direct referral system.

. The two-ticr process helped filter out students who might be
inappropriately referred for special education assessment.
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() Teachers who were trained in intervention strategies used a
greater repertoire of tools in the prereferral process.
Trained teachers tended to use these strategies at the upper
grade levels much more frequently than untrained teachers
who tended to view the tools as more appropriate for the K
through 6 level.

Several common findings that emerged from these four studies
noting:

) Prereferral procedures result in decreased testing rates. In
the three States that collected data evaluating the effect on
various special education practice rates, it was found that
there wds a consistent decline in the numbers of students
tested (California, Kansas, and North Carolina).

. Direct instructional interventions are most effective.
Interventions that are direct as well as specific academic or
behavioral -interventions (as oppesed to vague interventions
that do not directly address the referral concern) were most
effective (Kansas and New York).

° Et is important to systematically evaluate the outcome »f
prereferral interve~tions, although this is rarely done. The
three States that addressed this issue found that when
prereferral interventions were conducted, their effectiveness
was often not evaluated, cspeciaily in schools wher:
procedures were judged ineffective (California, Kansas, and
MNew York). When prereferral interventions were effective,
precedures to follow-up and evaluate the effectiveness of the
interventions attempted were in place (Kansas and New
York).

¢ It is importart to provide the necessary resources for
classroom-based interventions. Three studies determined that
the avaiiabpility of support systems, such as personnel to
assist with intervention design and implementation, and
personnel ard programs to provide interveations, increased
the effectivencss of prereferral interventions (California,
Kansas, and New York).

] Collaboration and sharing is important to support prereferrzl
interventions. Three studies highlighted the importance of
providing prereferral intervention  assistance in 2
collabarative way to classroom teachers, rather than having
special education experts prescribe interventions for
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classroom teachers to carry out (California, Kansas, and New
York).

The results of these four investigations, in conjunction with other research,
provide sufficient support to promote broader implementation and systematic
evaluation of prereferral intervention programs. The need to improve and support
classroom-based interventions is increasing. Questions of policy a-~d practice
remain, however, such as:

. What funding alternatives can be used to support the
implementation of prereferral interventions in the regular
classroom?

. What level of training is necessary to adequately support
prereferral intervention programs?

. What effect does implementing a prereferral intervention
program have on the roles and activities of pcrsonnel?

Single-Study Findings

This section highlights the findings of four additional studies, carried out in
Texas, North Carolina, and Maryl. *d.

1. Pre-screening procedures (Texas).

The impact of prereferral strategies on identification practices is further
documented by the findings of the Texas Education Agency’s study, The
Effectiveness of Procedures Used to Screen Students Before Their Referral to
Special Education. The study examined the benefits of adding a student rating
scale to existing methods of identifying lecarning disabled students. The referring
teacher completed the student rating scale as a screening instrument and
diagnosticians reviecwed it prior to diagnostic testing. The project concluded that
the rating scale was effective in pinpointing specific student deficits and
strengths, information useful for teachers and diagnosticians. Percentages of
students referred and found cligible for services were somewhat lower in school
districts in which a rating scale was distributed at the time of a second, third, or
fifth grade referral. This process hclped assessment team members focus their
attention on specific arcas of concern. Asking professionals to provide detailed
information about students carly in the process improved the referral process.

2. Behavioral interventions (North Carolina).

The North Carolina Department of Education evaluated the effectiveness of a
Guide to Curriculum Development in Teaching New Bekaviors. The study
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compared the behavioral development of behaviorally/emotionally handicapped
students who received instruction in new behaviors against a group that did not
participate in the new behavior program. Both groups of students were
evaluated on the basis of the State’s scale for measuring the intensity, frequency,
and duration of inappropriate behaviors. The study found:

) Behavioral improvement for the group that was taught new
behaviors was significantly greater than that of the control
group. The rate of transfer (independent adoption ¢f an
appropriate behavior in place of a targeted inappropriate
behavior) was 6.5 times higher for the experimental group.
Only 6 percent of the control group reached successfu!
transfer Guring the test cycles, compared with 39 percent of
the experimental sample.

° Many of the service providers who implemented the
instruction believed that the instructional time required to
implement the system was worth the cffort, that time spent
was offset by the time saved as a result of no longer
needing to manage inappropriate behaviors in the classroom
or other school settings.

'y The most frequently identified barriers to instruction in
behavior included absenteeism (teacher or student), home
situations, and pioblems with medication.

3. Secondary prcgram options (Maryland ).

The Maryland State Department of Education investigated the effectiveness
of program options offered to handicapped students that enhanced their
performance on the Maryland Functional Reading Test (MFRT). The study’s scope
of work included: the documentation of effeciive program options availabie to
secondary handicapped students who received all or most of their education within
regular education; and ‘the identification of schoolwide program and individual
student characteristics that rclate to passing the MFRT. Sources of data included
the existing State data base, student files, and responses to questionnaires by
regular and special education teachers.

The study suggests that:

Overall Trends:

' The handicapped students’ performance on the Maryland
Functional Reading Test has consistently improved over the

years that these students have been included in the testing
program.
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Student Programs:

. In general, middle school programs show an apparent
separation of regular and special education, with little
communication, team teaching, or coordination between the
two programs. In terms of instructional strategies, regular
educators use fewer instructional strategies than special
education teachers. Both groups use¢ print materials almost
exclusively.

. Several areas addressed only in the individual program
surveys indicated that parents are very involved in their
children’s programs. Over three-fourths of parents actively
participated in the development of their child’s IEP and
teachers indicated that the parents of about two-thirds of
the students had tutored the students at home.

° Almost 90 percent of the students in the sample received at
least a fourth of their MFRT preparation instruction in
special education. This indicates that a large portion of the
special education program, at least in the early part of the
year, is devoted to test preparation. However, only about 20
percent of the students had special education programs that
focused solely on preparing them to take the minimum
competency tests.

o In general, the results of the schcolwide and individual
program surveys indicate that outside of special educasion
classes, there are few special provisions or special programs
currently in place to prepare handicapped students to take
the MFRT. There does not seem to be a need for system-
wide program additions within special education that address
the functional reading test. Despite this, special education
teachers do devete substantial time to preparing their
students to take the competency tests, primarily using drill
and practice and standard study guides and checklists.

4. Preschool evaluation (Maryland ).

The Maryland State Department of Education funded the Montgomery County
Public Schools to develop a model for evaluating programs for preschoolers with
handicaps and to establish a longitudinal datz base. Funding througk the State
Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program enabled that project to collect
additional cycles of data to add to the longitudinal data base. With these data,
the Maryland SEA addressed the following major issues: What are the slort term
program effects of preschool special education on the children’s development?
What are the long term patterns of development for children who received
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preschool special education? How does participation in preschool special
education effect the handicapped child’s family? How satisfied are parents with
preschool special education services?

The study sample consisted of 646 children aged five years old or younger
who were newly identified for placement in special education in Montgomery
County. The developmental skills for each child were assessed at the time of
placement in special education and at the end of each school year using the
Batelle Developmental Inventory. The study found:

. Significant benefits accrued to children receiving preschool
special education services. Preschool services appear to
produce greatest benefits to chiliren at younger ages,
particularly among children with multiple handicaps.

° These benefits and their relatiqnship with the child’s age
vary, however, across different developmental areas and
across handicapping conditions. Examples are:

--  The language impaired group almos. doubled its
short-term growth rates in the adaptive and
personal-social areas over what would have been
expected without preschool services. This group
also showed short-term program benefiis in ali
other areas measured, although to a lesser degree.
The younger children showed more program
benefits in language areas than did the older
children.

--  The multiple impaired group showed significantly
increased short-term growth rates due to the
special preschool programs in the cognitive,
adaptive, and language areas. Younger children
tended to show greater program benefits than
older children across the board. Some evidence
suggests that some children with multiple
impairments were able to use strengths in the
cognitive and adaptive areas to kelp them get more
benefit from the programs in other development
areas.

-- The speech impaired group showed short-term
program benefits in the cognitive domain, and
younger children in this group showed the most
positive effects.

- Short-term  program  effects could nrot be
determined for the visually nor the hearing




impaired groups since too few children were
available in these groups.

) Results from parent interviews were also very encouraging.
Parents highly cndorsed the quality of the preschool services
their children received. In addition, about one-half of the
families reported improved family relationship, better
communication, and better understanding .of their children

following placement in special education. The most
frequently cited parental complaint was the lack of more
services.

Impact of the Program at the State Level

What has cccurred at the State and local level as a result of the State
agency’s participation in the program? The State/Federal Evaluation Studies
program fosters a relationship amu.ng the Federal, State, and local agencies that
enables the generation of usable information when State aad local participants are
actively invested and participate in carrying out the evaluation activity. The
latitude in shaping the program area or issue for evaluation encourages this sense
of investment. An additional essential component is that the local agencies
become stakeholders in the study, and frequently support the effort by gathering
and providing data. Through this collaborative relationship, State and local

evaluators can discover firsthand what is occurring within their own educational

system.  Participation itseif generates interest throughout the State in the
information gathered through these studies. Local education agencies are asking
State agency administrators not only for study findings, but also for feedback on
their performance in relation to other local agencies.

Participation in the program has also raised State agency awareness of the
importance ¢ cvaluation for assessing and improving programs and services. As a
result of its participation in the State/Federal program, the Washington SEA plans
to explore the establishment of a State-level cooperative studies program for loczl
district evaluation.

Participation in the program has also influenced improvements in State-level
service delivery. In some instances, stu results have influenced programs for
students with special needs. For example, the New York State prereferral study
influenced the State legislature to allocate funds to local districts for the
provision of regular education support services for students with special learning
nceds. The State has also has enacted legislation that allows districts to use
State funds for the hiring of consultant teachers to provide support to regular
class teachers.
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\ Technical Assistance to Staté Educational Agencies
Participating in the State Agency/Federal
I‘ Evaluation Studies Program

Section 618(d)(3) of P.L. 98-199, The Education of the Handicapped Act
Amendments of 1983, authorizes technical assistance to State agencies
participating in the State Agency/Federal Evaluation Studies Program. Technical
assistance is provided in the implementation of study design, analysis, and
reporting of studies to assess the impact 2nd effectiveness of programs assisted
under the Act. OSEP awarded a five-year contract in October 1987 to Decision
Resources Corporation. Technical assistance is provided to the participating SEAs
to help them focus research questions, redesign study samples that were no
longer available, and analyze and interpret data. As a result, SEAs have obtained
findings that have been used to revise existing policy, shape new policy, validate
programs, and provide direction for program improvement.
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TABLE AA1

NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED WNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EHA-B
BY AGE GROUP

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-88

+ AGE GROUP.
STATE e-21 0-2 33 611 12-17 617 18-21
N ABAMA 95,139 ) 6,994 37,563 41,341 79,904 9,232
ALASKA 12,845 3% 1,528 8.119 4274 10,393 53¢
ARIZONA 54,018 364 3,690 26,350 21,756 48,186 2,518
ARKANSAS 47,031 445 3,293 20,488 20,658 41,146 2,147
CALIFORNIA 410,175 118 29,261 204,767  158.255 363,622 17,774
COLORADO 52,842 613 3,276 24,594 21,234 45,828 2,325
COMECTICUT 64,441 47 5,686 28,767 26,656 55,423 3,453
DELAMARE 14,623 212 1,36 6,678 5,494 12,172 870
SISTRICT OF COLWBIA 7.161 ) 590 2,948 3.014 5,962 609
FLORIDA 194,200 1,107 12,362 101,986 71,753 173,739 6,992
GEORGIA 92,957 241 5,760 46,043 37,498 83,541 3,415
HAYA | 11,835 ) 642 5,469 5,318 10,779 416
10AHO 19,136 30 1,027 10,319 6.342 16,661 1,418
ILLINOIS 250,704 ) 24,678 117,743 95,967 214,710 11,316
IRDIANA 107,682 1,436 7,253 58,084 36,755 94,759 4,234
10 56,415 2 5,899 25,889 22,766 48,325 2,993
KANSAS 42,930 231 3,542 22,577 15,169 37,748 1,469
KENTUCKY 76,573 548 7,873 37,3712 27,485 64,857 3,295
LOUISIANA 68,782 776 5,851 30,412 21,58 55,810 4,345
MINE 28,193 1 2,894 13,001 11,010 24,016 1,282
WRYLAD 89,892 5 6,194 41,419 36,668 78,687 5,606
MASSACHUSETTS 145,681 4,162 9,799 58,641  65,979. 124.628 7,109
MICHIGAN 161,128 s1e 13,504 72,189 65,34  137.537  9.571
MIRNESOTA 82,967 2 8,943 37,729 33,96 70,789  3.233
uISSISSIPPI 58,589 6 5,013 27.175 23,415 50,598 2,917
MISSOURI 99,721 ) 929 51,049 39,564 93,613 4,179
MONTANA 15,343 189 1,807 7.785 5,200 12.59 553
NEBRASKA 30,450 t 2,674 15,689 10,886 26,495 1,280
HEVADA 15,122 22 1,168 7,256 5,038 13,094 608
NEW HAMPSHIRE 16,755 ) 1,184 7,207 7.598 14,805 766
NEW JERSEY 172,620 1,561 13,538 85,920 64,482 149,502 7,630
NEW LEXICO 31,265 17 1,298 15,548 13,129 28,674 1,276
KEW YORK 288,363 4,027 15,120 112,978 134,028 247,686 19,210
NORTH SAROLIMA 169,275 49 6,729 54,379 42,670 97,049 5,458
NORTH DAXOTA 12,483 196 1,221 6,203 4293 10,496 570
oHio 158,248 ) 8,078 $8,913 89,677 179,508 10,572
CKLAHOMA 63,735 ) 2,415 32,917 23,891 56,808 2,512
OREGON 48,32 403 2,637 24,711 18,486 43,197 2,145
PENASTLVANIA 268,518 3,247 15,248 96,705 81,535 178,239 11,784
PUERTO RICO 37,694 3 2,931 12,816 17,652 30,468 4,292
RHOOE ISLAND 19,855 351 1,518 8,942 8.204 17,146 €40
SOUTH CAROLINA 74,968 ) 6,993 36,941 27,588 64,527 3,448
SOUTH CAXOTA 14,420 3 1,875 7,208 4657 11,865 677
TENNESSEE 98,289 53 €,593 40,343 38,159 86,52 5,141
TEXAS 311,459 2,986 22,825 145,358 124,757 270,115 15,535
uTAH 44,824 748 2,435 25,416 14,114 48,530 1,61
VERMONT 11,930 8 1,124 5,933 4287 10,220 491
V:RGINIA 105,641 104 9,693 49,963 41,132 95,895 5,349
YASHINGTON 73,613 1,479 7,665 35,177 26,448 61,625 2,844
WEST VIRGINIA 46,422 91 3,148 21,540 18,431 39,941 2,842
WISCONSIN 77,968  1.114 9,795 32,018 31,134 63,152 3,907
WOMING 10,694 279 1,240 5,283 3,627 8,910 474
AERICAN SAVOA 248 ) 28 120 88 208 12
oA 1,883 29 174 s71 919 1,490 190
NORTHERH MARIANAS 804 ) 173 340 185 525 106
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - -
VIRGIN 1SLANDS 1,445 ) 119 545 642 1,187 139
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 6,311 - 644 2,912 2,407 5,319 348
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 4,494,280 29,728 338,984 2,120,615 1,781,696 3,902,311 225,257
50 STATES, D.C. % P.R. 4,483,589 29.699 335,846 2,116,127 1,777,455 3,893,582 224,462
DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988,
SUCLIB(REPMIOH)
A-3
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TABLE AA2

HUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAI'TER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) ANG EHA-B
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-83

ALL CONDITIONS
CHAPTER 1 EHA-B AD
STATE EHA-B  OF ECIA (SOP) CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA

ALABAMA 94,468 662 95,130
ALASKA 9,641 3,204 12,845
ARIZONA 52,725 1,293 54,018
ARKANSAS 43,655 3,376 47,031
CALIFORNIA 407,842 2,333 410,175
COLORADO 47,652 4,399 52,042
CORNECTICUT 69,987 3,454 64,441
DELAYARE 10,973 3,650 14,623
CISTRICT OF COLLMBIA 2,750 441 7.161
FLORIDA 185,972 8,228 194,208
GEORGIA $98,831 2,926 92,957
HAWAL 11,375 450 11,835
1DAHO 18,861 275 19,136
ILLENOIS 210,502 43,202 256,704
INDIANA 98,839 8,843 107,682
104A 55,998 a7 56,415
KANSAS 40,607 2,123 42,930
KENTUCKY 73,221 3,352 76,573
LOUISIANA 64,3% 4,392 68,782
MAINE 27,076 1,117 28,193
MARYLANO 88,156 1,736 89,892
LASSACHUSETTS 129,379 16,302 145,681
MICHIGAN 148,841 12,287 161,128
MINNESOTA 82,478 489 82,967
MISSISSIPPI 57,631 958 58,589
MISSOURT 97,276 2,445 99,72
MONTANA 14,745 598 15,343
REBRASKA 38,206 244 39,450
NEVADA 14,524 598 15,122
NEW HAMPSHIRE 15,674 1,081 16,755
NEW JERSEY 167,255 5,574 172,829
NEW LEXICO 38,906 359 31,265
NEW YORK 245,294 44,069 288,363
NORTH CAROLINA 106,414 2,862 109,276
HORTH DAKOTA 11,836 647 12,483
OHIO 190,915 7.32% 193,240
OKLAHOVA 62,639 1,096 63,735
OREGON 42,173 6,209 48,382
PENNSYLVANIA 186,627 21,891 208,518
PUERTO RICO 36,613 1,081 37,694
RHOOE |SLAND 18,974 881 19,855
SOUTH CAROLINA 74,168 860 74,968
SOUTH CAXOTA 13,918 584 14,420
TENNESSEE 97,047 1,242 98,289
TEXAS 320,220 11,239 311,459
UTAH 42,624 2,200 44,824
VERMONT 9,341 2,589 11,930
VIRGINIA 103,920 1,723 105,641
WASHINGTCN 69,651 3,562 73,613
WEST VITGINIA 44,643 1,779 46,422
WISCONSIN 75,144 2,824 77,938
WOOMING 9,659 1,235 19,894
AVERICAN SAMOA 183 65 248
GUAM 1,511 kY7 1,883
NORTHERN MARIANAS 383 421 804
TRUST TERRITORIES - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,281 164 1,445
B'R. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 8,311 - 6,311
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 4,235,263 259,017 4,494,280
50 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 4,225,594 257,995 4,483,589

THE FIGURES REPRESENT CHILOREN ©-28 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER
CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND CHILOREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED
UNDER EHA-B.

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988,

(REQUEST . SMACLIB(CACONO1A) )
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TABLE AA3

NUBER OF CHILDREN 6-21 SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EMA-8
OURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-68

ALL CONDITIONS
CHAPTER 1 EHA-B AND
STAT" EHA-8  OF ECIA (SOP) CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA

ALABAMA 87,481 655 AP
ALASKA 8,660 2,267 10,427
ARIZONA 49,988 644 50,624
ARKANSAS 41,121 2,172 43,293
CALIFORNIA 378,704 © 192 330.796
COLORADO 45,526 2,627 48,153
CONNECT ICUT 56,194 2,682 58,876
DELAWARE 10,151 2,891 13,042
DISTRICT OF COLWMBIA 2,352 4,219 £,571
FLORIDA 175,485 5,246 180,731
GEORGIA 85,050 1,986 86,956
HAWAI 10,754 441 11,195
10AHO 17,887 192 18,079
ILLINOIS 190,538 35,488 226,026
ROIAA 93,793 5,200 98,993
TOUA 50,926 397 51,323
KANSAS 37,952 1,205 39,157
KENTUCKY 86,360 1,792 68,152
LOUISIANA 59,228 3,127 62,355
MAINE 24,211 1,087 25,298
MARYLAND 82,006 1,687 83,693
MASSACHUSETTS 121,345 10,384 131,729
MICHIGAN 136,573 18,535 147,108
MIRNESOTA 73,544 478 74,022
MISSISSIPPI 52,777 730 53,507
MISSOUR| 92,440 2,352 94,792
MONTANA 13,325 222 13,547
NEBRASKA 27,549 235 27,775
NEVADA 13,653 49 13,702
NEW HAMPSHIRE 14,556 1,615 15,571
HEW JERSEY 154,168 3,172 157,332
NEW MEXICO 29,638 312 29,950
NEW YORK 241,029 25,187 266,216
NORTH CAROLINA 99,732 2,775 102,507
NORTH DAKOTA 10,815 251 11,066
OHI0 183,556 6,606 190,162
OXKLAHOMA 57,251 1,869 58,320
OREGOH 49,876 4,466 45,342
PENNSYLVANIA 177,094 12,929 190,023
PUERTO RICO 33,938 1,034 34,760
RHODE ISLAND 17,584 492 17,926
SOUTH CAROLINA 67,135 840 67,975
SOUTH DAKOTA 12,072 470 12,542
TENNESSEE 99,499 1,144 91,643
TEXAS 279,231 6,419 285,650
UTAH 40,466 1,125 41,591
VERVONT 8,841 1,870 19,711
VIRGINIA 94,933 1.511 96,444
WASHINGTON 62,392 2,977 64,469
WEST VIRGIHIA 41,894 889 42,783
WISCOSIN 65,873 1,186 67,059
WYCHING 9,242 142 9,384
AVEFICAN SAMOA 163 57 220
GUAM 1,398 282 1,680
NORTHERN MARIANAS 219 21 631
TRUST TERRITORIES - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,215 14 1,326
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 5,657 - 5,667
U.S. & INYAAR ATEAS 3,945,804 180,764 4,127,568
58 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 3,938,151 179,893 4,118,044

THE FICURES REPRESENT CHILOREN 6-20 YEARS OLD SERVED UNOER
CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND CHILDREH 6-21 YEARS OLD SERVEC
UNOER “HA-B.

DATA AS OF CCTOBER 1, 1988.

(REQUEST , SVACLIB(CACRHIO1A))
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TABLE AA4

NWBER OF CHILDREN 6-21 SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EHA-B
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-1988

HARD OF MULTI= CRTHO~  OTHER VISUALLY
ALL LEARNING  SPEECH  WMONTALLY EMC{IONALLY HEARING HANOI— PEDICALLY HEALTH HANDI- DEAF-

STATE CONDITIONS DISABLED IMPAIRED A..TARDED DISTURBED & UEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPED BLIND
ALABAVA 88,136 29,713 18,517 38,172 8,180 952 999 481 662 43 29
ALASKA 10,927 8,829 2,535 410 482 147 291 m 116 26 2
ARIZONA 38,624 28,361 10,354 5,058 3,522 916 1,242 524 355 352 [}
ARKANSAS 43,293 22,823 $,745 1,739 415 523 522 141 194 186 5
CALIFORNIA 388,796 225,883 87,888 24,348 16,891 6,679 5,184 6,273 11,961 2,334 155
COLORADO 48,153 23,281 7,731 3,570 8,92¢ 741 2,89 749 [} 284 79
CONNECTICUT 58,876 30,642 9,674 3,904 12,198 645 803 228 326 428 28
DELAWARE 13,042 7,224 1,%02 1,348 2,254 209 G9 228 19 63 28
DISTRICT OF COLWMBIA 6,571 3,116 1,145 1,126 781 48 164 n 89 18 13
FLORIDA 189,731 75,546 53,318 23,932 20,883 1,563 [} 1,932 2,289 736 32
GEORGIA 86,956 25,482 18,712 23,418 16,652 1,254 [} 695 258 459 35
HAWAIY 11,195 8,483 1,964 1,213 655 213 231 299 87 72 8
10AH0 1,079 10,122 3,232 2,832 517 kA1 204 329 472 70 2
ILLINOIS 226,026 101,364 57,272 27,176 28,518 3,161 1,958 3,690 1,521 1,257 69
INDIARA 98,993 36,343 34,970 19,911 4,224 1,315 932 €34 99 565 37
10MA 51,323 22,353 9,639 19,634 6,285 7n7 602 927 2 184 40
KANSAS 39,157 16,748 10,417 5,781 4,257 583 545 387 m 221 47
KENTUCKY 68,152 21,480 22,392 18,373 2,87 802 1,041 421 278 470 24
LOUISIANA -62,353 25,897 18,330 19,571 3,79+ 1,28% 839 833 1,162 432 12
MAINE 25,298 10,449 5,203 3,391 4,164 316 1,013 324 329 102
MARYLAND 83,693 44,310 23,59 5,906 3,979 1,179 2,816 558 758 530 63
MASSACHUSET iS 131,729 49,232 28,244 28,531 18,623 1,670 2,8¢¢ 1,125 1,663 830 63
MICHIGAN 147,108 65,699 32,764 20,189 20,710 2,399 1,835 3,491 157 761 [}
MINNESOTA 74,822 35,745 13,975 10,876 10,339 1,208 3 1,034 403 294 25
MISSISSIPPI 53,%067 25,932 18,412 9,389 243 470 235 632 e 170 12
MISS(. RI 94,792 43,039 23,575 15,678 7,892 822 433 776 266 278 63
MONTARA 13,547 7,568 3,399 1,124 610 199 247 124 156 126 "
NEBRASKA 27,775 12,2086 7,308 4,293 2,365 416 336 642 ] 159 [}
NEVADA 13,762 8,414 2,638 1,019 896 134 314 19 98 67 5
NEW HAPSHIRE 15,571 9,566 2,490 $89 1,531 219 2% 135 279 98 8
HEW JERSEY 157,332 77,793 49,983 8,704 14,280 1,301 3,757 674 482 489 39
HEw MEXICC 29,959 13,563 $,531 2,093 3,014 489 633 469 85 136 26
HEW YORX 266,216 153,671 23,975 24,588 44,637 3,7/ 8,9 1.968 3,270 1,346 57
HORTH CAROLINA 102,%07 43,438 22,826 21,581 8,347 1.743 1,308 864 1,807 581 16
HORTH DAXOTA 11,066 5,279 3.421 1,524 457 144 [} 95 74 55 16
CHIO 199,162 74,231 49,012 48,757 7,461 2,110 4,834 3,686 [} 946 5
OKLAHCMA 58,329 27,259 15,946 11,198 1,334 674 1,230 N 141 245 31
OREGON 45,342 24,541 11,407 3,614 2,543 937 [} 1.079 888 335 18
PENNSYLVANIA 199,023 78,687 52,248 35,684 17,534 2,969 2 1,568 [} 1,328 5
PUERTO RICO 34,760 9,372 1,345 17,793 1,892 1,143 1,924 552 774 663 100
RHOOE | SLAND 17,986 12,183 2,172 1,028 1,367 170 58 158 181 63 4
SOUTH CAROLINA 67,975 23,962 17,850 16,156 6,221 948 402 704 137 395 8 N
SOUTH DAXOTA 12,542 5,517 3,824 1,570 669 31 399 169 83 53 25 ¥,

VERMONT 10,711 4,053 2,942 1,659 633 178 136 182 121 39 "
VIRGINIA 95,444 48,331 23,1%¢% 2,132 7,936 1,185 1,393 629 486 635 7
YASHINGTON 64,469 33,945 11,823 7,541 4,084 1,322 1,800 888 2,789 256 3a
YEST VIRGINIA 42,783 19,546 16,577 9,655 2,466 493 1 396 88 234 17
WISCONSIN 67,859 23,017 12,257 5,148 9,768 193 15,930 416 168 213 R}
WYOMING 9,384 5,099 2,455 652 520 288 69 144 27 46 3
AERICAN SAOA 220 2 95 101 [} 13 5 1 [ 2 2
GUN 1,680 755 144 589 42 23 86 24 9 " 6
HORTHERN MARIANAS 631 183 220 a8 2 29 76 79 9 6 14
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN 1SLANDS 1,326 276 222 658 78 27 4 7 15 6
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 3,667 3,338 1,375 415 212 38 * 21 17 18 [}

UsS, & INSULAR AREAS 4,127,568 1,941,731 956,144 601,288 374,738 86,937 79,17 47,409 45,865 22.864 1,472

80 STATES, 0.C. & P.R. 4,118,044 1,937,254 954,084 599,448 374,398 56,807 78,697 47,280 45,822 22,812 1,444

THE FIGURES REPRESENT CHILDREN 6-20 YEARS OLD SERVED WRIDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)
AD CHILOREN 6-21 YEARS OLD SER-ED UNDER EHA-8.

DATA AS OF OCTCBER 1, 1988,

(SUACLIB(REPIAIA))
o A-5 it -
ERIC 235
~

TENNESSEE 91,643 43,477 25,428 14,380 2,297 1,316 1,351 e85 1,749 776 21 :
TEXAS 285,638 168,751 56,253 25,414 22,655 3,988  3.554 3,487 7.810 1,749 69
uTag 41,591 17 8,169 3,306 10,134 599 1,306 239 303 233 27
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TABLE AAS

MMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)
BY AGE GROUP

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-88

AGE GROUP: +
STATE 0-20 0-2 5 6-11 12-17 6-17 16-20
ALABAMA 662 ° 7 129 380 509 146
ALASKA 3,204 33 547 1,265 885 2,150 17
ARIZONA 1,203 304 35 339 235 574 70
ARKANSAS 3,376 445 759 1,026 857 1,883 289
CALIFORNIA 2,333 118 123 429 1,120 1,549 543
COLORADO 4,39 613 1,15 1,348 913 2,261 366
CONNECT ICUT 3,454 479 293 525 1,849 2,394 288
DELAWARE 3,6% 212 547 1,267 1,279 2,546 345
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 4,41 0 192 1,646 2,193 3,839 380
FLORIDA 8,228 1,107 1,873 2,281 2,30 4,652 594
GEORGIA 2,926 241 779 898 730 1,628 278
HAYAL 469 ] 19 12 242 354 87
10AHD 275 30 53 @@ 129 169 25
ILLINOIS 40,202 0 4,714 13,699 18,059 31,758 3,730
INDIANA 8,843 1,436 2,207 2,389 1,866 4,253 945
1WA 417 2 18 99 213 32 85
KANSAS 2,123 231 687 580 495 1,075 130
KENTUCKY 3,352 543 1,012 853 671 1,524 268
LOUISIANA 4,392 776 9 973 1,466 2,439 688
MAINE 1,117 1 29 2%6 617 873 214
MARYLAND 1,736 5 4 32 972 1,284 403
MASSACHUSETTS 16,302 4,162 1,756 3,387 5,249 8,636 1,748
MICHIGAN 12,287 516 1,236 3,569 4,910 8,479 2,055
MINNESOTA 489 2 9 81 306 387 91
MISSISSIPPI 958 69 159 235 332 567 163
MISSOUR| 2,445 0 93 800 1,621 1,821 531
MONTANA 598 189 187 193 101 204 1
NEBRASKA 244 1 8 50 134 184 5,
NEVADA 598 222 327 17 15 32 17
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1,881 ° 66 292 559 351 164
NEW JERSEY 5,574 1,981 441 895 1,414 2,309 863
NEW MEXICO 359 17 39 93 169 262 50
NEW YORK 44,069 4,027 14,855 12,160 9,954 22,114 3,873
NORTH CAROLINA 2,862 49 38 564 1,745 2,309 466
NORTH DAXOTA 647 196 209 163 53 216 35
oHIO 7,325 ° 79 2,212 2,758 4,970 1,636
OKLAHOMA 1,096 0 27 239 585 824 245
OREGON 6,209 403 1,340 2,001 1,942 3,943 523
PENNSYLVANIA 21,891 3,247 5,715 5,459 5,620 11,079 1,850
PUERTO RICO 1,881 3 “ 254 491 745 289
RHODE 1SLAND 881 351 128 110 234 344 58
SOUTH CAROLINA 860 ° 20 178 422 600 240
SOUTH DAKOTA 234 3 k1] 152 188 340 130
TENNESSEE 1,242 53 45 365 629 1,014 19
TEXAS 11,239 2,956 1,834 2,524 2,824 5,348 1,671
UTAH 2,200 748 327 €8 359 1,027 98
VERMONT 2,289 98 621 866 798 1,664 206
VIRGINIA 1,721 104 106 437 701 1,138 373
WASHINGTON 3,962 1,479 406 912 817 1,729 346
WEST VIRGINIA 1,779 491 399 179 241 429 469
WISCONSIN 2,824 1,114 524 44 525 966 220
WOMING 1,235 270 823 2 89 1 3
AVERICAN SAMOA (.} ° e 28 21 49 8
GUAM 372 29 61 97 115 212 70
NORTHERH MARIANAS 421 0 0 217 126 343 78
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - -
VIRGIM 1SLANOS 164 0 53 21 53 77 34

BUR, OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS

86 STATES, 0.C. & P.R,

259 917 29,728 48,523 70,283 83,05 153,342 27,422

93 29.699 48,403 69,923 82.738 1%2.661 27,232

DATA AS CF OCTCBER !, 19€3.

SMACLIB(REPU1068)
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TABLE AA6

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 6~11 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)

BY HANDICAPPING CONDITICN

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-1988

OEAF-

Smsuooool

- - -
NMUHUOOO =N ON O W

O+ DO QONVae OOV UNVDO® = a0t (O =

[

TN OWUae0 N —-N

247

233

HARD OF JULTI- ORTHO-  OTHER VISUALLY
ALL LEARNING  SPEECH  MENTALLY EMOTIOMALLY HEARING HANDI=- PEDICALLY HEALTH  HANDI-
STATE CONDITIONS DISABLED IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF CAFPED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPED BLIND
ALABAMA 129 ] ] 3 ] 61 17 ] ] 48
ALASKA 1,265 612 504 35 19 23 43 13 1 5
ARIZONA 339 1 16 3 2 178 53 15 1 42
ARKANSAS 1,626 21 99 546 3 109 155 49 18 35
CALIFORNIA 20 4 ] 155 67 140 ] ] ] 21
COLORADO 1,348 137 109 346 93 60 498 65 ] 18
CONMECT ICUT 525 38 7 89 86 32 88 1 1 184
DELAWARE 1,287 547 ] 264 212 75 6 91 37 18
CISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 1,646 868 99 k.03 201 6 60 32 42 13
FLORIDA 2,281 [} ] 1,966 174 14 ] ] ] 27
GEORGIA 898 20 78 345 195 177 ] 20 4 47
HAMAL 12 5 1 24 7 ] 23 44 3 s
1040 49 ] ] 10 1 25 9 ] ] 4
ILLINOLS 13,699 3,733 766 2,880 3,158 849 698 1,042 281 283
INOIANA 2,389 18 158 1,318 96 213 268 89 36 91
10ws 99 0 ] 34 32 ] 2 2 2 16
KANSAS 588 42 12 126 79 82 77 26 7 23
KENTUCKY 853 18 79 303 53 145 163 32 14 46
LOUISIARA 973 37 20 393 97 127 173 76 20 27
MAINE 256 7 1 66 85 16 59 7 1 1
MARYLAND 312 9 2 24 35 119 41 9 3 53
MASSACHUSETTS 35,387 1,253 762 7 467 41 67 27 41 17
MICHIGAN 3,569 2 5 2,004 838 38 665 ] 21 4
MINESOTA 81 1 ] 1 18 44 1 ] 1 2
MISSISSIPPI 235 2 54 43 ] 62 27 16 9 25
MISSOURS 800 ) ] 719 10 53 7 ] 2 10
MONTANA 103 1 3 z ] 3 17 1 ] 45
NEBRASKA 50 ) ] 8 13 15 4 ] 0 19
NEVADA 17 ) ] 1" [} ] 6 ] ] ]
NEW HAMPSHIRE 292 14 26 28 9 85 63 12 15 35
NEW JERSEY 895 24 2 425 20 73 134 33 13 156
NEW MEX 100 93 ] ] ] 23 38 20 ] ] 12
HEW YORK 12,160 1,573 2,874 1,765 2,683 813 1,958 570 456 125
NORTH CAROLINA 564 4 1 129 64 222 116 5 9 29
NORTH DAXOTA 163 2 14 78 ] 24 ] 21 3 13
OHI0 2,212 ] ] 2,124 37 19 ] ] ] 2
OKLAHOMA 239 1 1 ] 28 78 72 1 ] 35
OREGON 2,901 78 145 857 172 325 ] 219 91 109
PERNSYLVANIA 5,459 M 636 2,43 79¢ 347 ] 441 ] 137
PUERTO RICO 254 1 ] 147 2 ] 35 47 21 1
RHODE §SLAND 112 32 1 26 yd 3 5 15 1 5
SOUTH CAROLINA 178 ) ] 75 2 41 43 ] ] 16
SOUTH DAKOTA 152 ) ) 4 44 27 15 4 ] 9
TENNESSEE 385 15 2 7 129 88 17 ] 7 52
TEXAS 2,524 61 50 469 22 1,303 247 63 109 90
UTAH 668 4 66 107 17 212 128 39 6 87
VERONT 866 47 285 3% 42 39 56 27 13 6
VIRGINIA 437 8 1 8 59 60 59 2 23 215
WASHINGTON 912 35 15 283 46 66 266 82 80 29
VEST VIRGINIA 179 4 1 78 21 37 1 5 ] 26
WISOONSIN “1 14 38 3 25 1 312 6 2 12
WYOHING ] ) 2 ] 1 5 16 [} ] )
AVERICAN SAMOA 28 [} 1 19 ] ] 4 ] 1 2
GUAM 97 4 5 21 9 14 24 9 1 7
NORTHERN MARIANAS 217 [} 102 23 ] 8 3 38 4 2
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN 1SLANDS 21 [} [} 10 ] ) 9 ] ] ]
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - - - - - - - - - -
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 70,286 10,405 7,143 21,982 9,704 6,844 6,864 3,336 1,399 2,362
50 STATES, 0.C. & P.R. 69,923 10,401 7,034 21,909 9,695 6,822 6,796 3,289 1,393 2,351
DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988.
(SMACLIB(REPMIAIA))
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TABLE AA7
NUMBER OF CHILDOREN 12-17 VEARS OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION
I
‘ DURING STHOOL YEAR 1987-1988
HARD OF MULTI= ORTHO- OTHER VISUALLY
ALL LEARNING  SPEECHs MEMTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING HANDI=- PEDICALLY HEALTH HANDI=- OEAF~
STATE CONDITIONS OISABLED IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPED BLIND
ALABAMA 380 %] %] z1 143 121 27 %] %] 55 13
ALASKA 88+ 721 49 44 27 vl 13 4 5 e [}
ARIZONA . 235 [} %] 12 %] 152 31 2 %] 40 [}
ARKANSAS 857 29 9 =18 7 99 86 23 6 60 %]
CALIFORNIA 1,120 18 %] J40 250 475 %] %] %] ki 6
COLORADO S13 28 4 3N 177 54 2N 18 %] 19 ki
mcﬂwf 1,869 1,020 8 126 426 52 47 2 3 180 5
DELANARE 1,279 488 %] 27% 366 61 4 88 39 30 8
DISTRICT CF COLUMBIA 2,193 1,161 19 459 416 7 66 25 33 3 4
FLORIDA 2,31 %] %] 1,450 554 289 %] [} %] 86 1
GEORGIA 730 10 %] 218 240 185 %] 5 1 58 13
HAWALL 242 21 %] 66 53 7 33 38 6 4 4
1DAHO 173 %] %] 20 17 60 17 %] %] 6 %]
ILLINGIS 18,059 3,622 167 3,736 7.621 819 754 844 164 307 25 °
INDIANA %,866 89 77 1,631 136 225 147 47 10 102 2
10WA 213 %] %] 34 89 47 1 2 ] 2 8
KANSAS 495 3 2 85 160 106 100 %] %] 27 12
KENTUWXY 671 8 16 254 100 151 63 4 1 72 2
LOUISIANA 1,466 60 2 625 347 186 112 54 27 53 [}
MAINE 617 12 2 127 323 38 102 5 4 4 %]
MARYLANO 972 32 7 179 288 “55 192 14 7 78 20
MASSACHUSETTS 5,249 1,941 1,180 1,102 724 63 106 42 62 27 2
MICHIGAN 4,910 16 -] 2,661 1,611 81 507 %] 19 15 [}
MINNESOTA 306 5 %] 67 123 96 1 %] %] 1 3
MISSISSIPPI 332 1 14 154 1 82 24 25 %] 24 7
MISSOURI 1,021 %] %] 870 25 83 21 %] %] 18 4
- MONTANA 191 %] 2 1 1 37 24 1 %] 34 1
NEBRASKA 134 2 %] 19 %0 20 16 %] e 18 %]
NEVADA 15 %] %] 7 %] %] 8 %] %] %] [}
NEW HAWPSHIRE 559 110 23 160 72 68 33 9 16 47 1
NEW JERSEY 1,414 47 %] %81 272 129 232 35 26 158 14
NEW ¥=XICO 169 ] %] 19 43 45 43 %] %] 2 6
NEW YORK 9,854 79 70 1,345 5,038 641 1,338 311 295 115 6
tORTH CARNLINA 1,745 32 8 598 485 286 200 37 36 51 4
‘! »ORTH DAXOTA 53 9 %] 29 %] 16 %] %] %] 2 6
CHIO 2,758 %] %] 2,554 65 75 %] %] %] 64 %]
ONLAHOMA 585 21 %] 165 76 107 169 5 %] 42 e
ORZGON 1,942 59 137 843 176 320 [} 215 72 125 4
PENNSYLVANIA 5,620 932 25 1,805 2,147 391 4] 248 %] 162 %]
PUERTO RICO 491 %] %] 345 20 a 41 76 24 5 %]
RHODE |SLAND 234 55 %] 44 106 12 2 8 3 3 1
SOUTH CAROL INA 422 53 %] 182 k74 64 65 1 %] 25 %]
SOUTH BAKOTA 188 1 %] 13 63 21 29 25 19 6
TENNESSEE 629 20 %] 103 251 148 19 %] 1 72 5
TEXAS 2,824 138 13 811 184 1,267 267 35 48 100 21
UTAH 359 5 1 50 88 95 84 5 %] 25 6 s
VERMONT 798 63 23 538 62 41 49 9 9 3 1
VIRGINIA ' 701 14 1 26 143 81 154 6 19 255 2 N
YASHINGTON 817 19 2 289 66 108 243 23 36 28 3
WEST VIRGINIA 241 %] %] 98 39 52 %] 7 %] 39 6
WISCONSIN 525 s 3 53 75 ] 343 1 2 38 %] -
WYCMING 89 %] %] %] 36 16 37 %] %] 9. %]
AMERICAN SAMOA 21 %] %] 20 %] %] %] 1 %] %] %]
GUAM 115 4 %] 27 30 7 ki:] 6 %] 3 %]
NORTHERH MARIANAS 126 %] 57 26 1 6 14 17 2 1 2
TrUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANOS 86 1 %] 31 12 %] 9 [} %] %] 3
BUR. OF INOIAN AFFAIRS - - - - - - - - - - -
U.S. & [NSULAR AREAS 83 036 11,578 1,921 25,516 23,855 7,688 6,152 2,303 986 2,789 268
50 STATES, 0.C. & P.R. 82,738 11,573 1,864 25,412 23,812 7,675 6,091 2,279 984 2,785 263
DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988,
(SMACLIB(REPMIAIA)) .
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TABLE AAS

MUMBER OF CHILDREN 18-20 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (soe)
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-~1988

HARD OF MULTI-  ORTHO- OTHER  VISUALLY
ALL LEARNING  SPEECH  MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING HANDI~ PEDICALLY HEALTH  HANDI= DEAF-

STATE CONDITIONS DISABLED IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED % DEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPED BLIND

AUBAA 146 ) ) 28 3 # 23 ) ) 9 6
ALASKA 17 95 1 12 ) 3 6 ) ) ? e
ARIZONA 70 ) 1 4 ) 32 20 ) ) 13 o
ARKANSAS 289 4 ) 231 1 20 17 3 1 0 2
CALIFORNIA 543 ) ) 32 77 121 ) 6 ) "M 8
COLORADO 366 1 1 206 22 14 e 1 ) 4 15
CONNECT ICUT 288 107 1 75 22 19 24 e 1 35 4
DELAWARE 345 25 ) 144 1 1 2 28 16 5 3
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 380 106 ) 159 60 ) 30 7 14 0 4
FLORIDA 594 ) ) 409 108 59 ) 1 ) 15 4
GEORGIA 278 ) ) 151 23 70 ) ) ) 26 8
HAMALY 87 5 ) k73 3 13 16 6 3 3
10AH0 23 ) ) 17 2 3 e ) ) 1 e
ILLINOIS 3,730 210 15 1,600 991 1“4 41 204 40 65 10
1HDIANA 945 21 6 692 58 29 79 24 14 2 @
10 85 ) ) 38 17 18 ) ) ) 3 9
KANSAS 130 ) ) 3 4 25 55 ) ) 5 1
KENTUCKY 268 5 ) 174 3 19 4 ‘ 2 21 @
LOUISIANA 688 12 2 426 3 14 65 19 5 “ o
MAINE 214 5 ) 81 63 15 48 1 ) 1 )
MARYLAND 403 10 1 138 57 38 99 2 3 3 12
MASSACHUSETTS 1,748 537 51 581 351 82 76 32 27 31 )
MICHIGAN 2,056 6 ) 1,581 253 2 ) 10 1 e

MINNESOTA 9 ) ) 66 8 12 1 1 1 e 2
MISSISSIPPI 163 ) 1 100 ) 27 19 8 ) 6 2
MISSOUR| 531 ) ) 483 ) 25 17 ) ) 2 4
MONTANA 18 ) ) 2 ) 7 3 ) ) 5 1
NEBRASKA 51 1 ) 24 9 4 6 ) o 7 e
NEVADA 17 ) ) 1 ) ) 3 ) ) e o
NEW HAMPSHIRE 164 28 2 7 13 14 19 6 6 3 2
NEW JERSEY 863 16 ) 400 131 53 170 2 21 B 1©
NEW MEX1 00 50 ) ) 5 1 8 25 ) ) 6 5
NOW YORK 3,673 17 5 923 836 290 597 60 122 671 2
NORTH CAROL INA 468 7 ) 233 10 55 1N 8 19 B8 5
NORTH DAKOTA 35 ) ) 23 1 4 ) 1 ) 4 2
oH10 1,636 ) ) 1,543 » 34 ) ) ) 22 @
OKLAHOMA 245 ) ) 100 4 26 99 a ) 12
OREGON 523 22 39 230 49 82 ] 82 27 3 2
PENNSYLVANIA 1,850 303 5 79 499 122 ) 79 ) 51 o
PUERTO RICO 283 ) ) 246 7 4 14 13 4 1 e
RHODE 1SLAND 58 4 ) 28 15 3 4 1 ) 2 1
SOUTH CAROLINA 240 23 ) 139 10 22 30 1 ) 15 o
SCUTH DAXOTA 130 3 ) 72 10 19 27 3 ) 3 5
TERNESSEE 130 ) ) % 6 13 7 ) ) "n o3
TEXAS 1,071 27 1 625 21 232 9 19 18 7
uTAH 98 ) ) 24 26 12 30 ) ) 1o
VERMONT 206 6 3 158 6 1 19 1 ) 1 1
VIRGINIA 373 12 ) 43 29 5 167 16 9 7 o
WASHINGTON 348 2 ) 130 4 33 2 6 5 2 6
WEST VIRGINIA 469 33 4 220 6C ® ) 54 18 2 5
WISCONSIN 220 8 ) 58 27 e 123 ) ) 3
WYCMING 3 ) ) ) 12 3 16 ) ) e o
AVERICAN SAVOA 8 ) ) 8 0 ) ) ) ) e o
CUAM 70 ) 5 36 3 2 24 ) 1 1 3
NORTHERN MARIANAS 78 ) 33 21 1 8 6 7 ) 1 1
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN |1SLANOS 34 1 ) 18 9 1 4 ) ) CR
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - - - - - - - - - - -
.S, & INSULAR AREAS 27,422 1,813 172 14,073 4,170 2,681 3,070 686 367 781 180
50 STATES, 0.C. & P.R, 27,232 ~ 1,812 139 13,990 4,166 2,070 3,03 679 386 779 175
DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988.

(SMACLIB(REPMIAIA))
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TABLE AA9

NUMBER OF CHILDREN 6-20 YEAR. OLD SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP)
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 19871988

OEAF—

19
[4
[}
2

19

68

17

28

1"
]

33
]
[4

53
4

28
29
2
3
3

-~
©

-
DO DU ODDW

1ol S 0o

695

671

HARD OF MULTI~ ORTHO-  OTHER VISUALLY
ALL LEARNING  SPEECH  MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING HANDI- PEDICALLY HEALTH  HANDI~
STATE CONOITIONS DISABLED IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPFD BLIND
ALABAMA 655 ° 0 52 132 223 67 ° ° 12
ALASKA 2,267 1,428 554 91 46 48 62 17 16 5
ARIZONA 644 1 17 47 2 360 104 17 1 95
ARKANSAS 2,172 54 99 1,35 1 228 258 75 25 105
CALIFORMIA 2,092 59 0 821 394 736 0 ° 0 63
COLORADO 2,627 166 114 863 292 128 CYA] 84 0 41
CONNECT 1 CUT 2,682 1,165 16 281 534 103 159 3 5 399
DELAWARE 2,891 989 ° 683 639 147 12 207 92 53
DISTRICT OF COLWBIA 4,219 2,135 118 940 677 13 156 64 89 16
FLORIDA 5,246 0 8 .3,825 836 453 0 1 0 126
GEORGIA 1,906 32 78 714 458 432 0 25 5 13
HAWAL | 448 ] 1 127 63 20 82 88 12 12
10AH0 192 ° ° 47 20 88 26 0 0 1"
ILLINOIS 35,488 7,565 948 8,213 11,770 1,803 1,893 2,100 485 655
INDIANA 5,200 228 241 3,041 290 467 494 160 (] 215
108 397 0 0 106 138 65 3 4 2 51
KANSAS 1,205 45 114 241 243 213 232 26 7 55
KENTUCKY 1,792 3 95 731 156 315 256 40 17 139
LOUIS FANA 3,127 109 24 1,444 475 427 350 149 52 9
MAINE 1,087 24 13 274 N 69 209 13 5 6
MARYLAND 1,687 51 10 34 380 32 332 25 13 174
MASSACHUSETTS 10,384 3,731 1,993 2,394 1,542 146 249 101 130 95
MICHIGAN 10,535 24 5 6,246 2,694 141 1,346 0 50 29
MIRNESOTA 478 6 0 144 149 152 3 1 2 13
MISSISS1PPI 730 3 69 302 1 7 70 49 ) 55
MISSOUR} 2,352 0 ) 2,072 35 161 45 ° 0 30
MONTANA 222 1 5 5 1 77 4 2 0 84
NEBRASKA 235 3 ° 51 72 48 26 0 ° 35
NEVADA 49 0 0 32 0 0 17 0 0 )
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1,015 152 51 259 9 167 135 27 37 85
NEW JERSEY 3,172 87 2 1,326 423 255 536 92 60 352
NEW MEX100 312 0 0 15 67 89 88 ° 0 40
NEW YORK 25,187 2,541 2,949 3,973 7,955 1,744 3,893 941 873 307
NORTH CAROLINA 2,775 43 9 938 559 573 427 50 64 98
NORTH DAKOTA 251 2 14 130 1 “ 0 22 3 19
o410 6,506 0 0 6,221 141 128 0 0 0 116
OKLAHOMA 1,069 2 1 287 108 21 340 9 0 89
OREGON 4,466 1% 321 1,930 397 727 0 476 190 264
PERNSYLVANIA 12,929 2,206 666 4,727 3,440 770 0 768 0 350
PUERTO RI10O 1,034 1 0 738 29 4 90 116 49 7
RHODE | SLAN 402 91 1 98 143 18 1" 24 ¢ 16
SOUTH CAROLINA 840 76 ) 392 4" 127 143 2 0 56
SOUTH DAKOTA 470 1 0 109 117 58 72 72 e 22
TENNESSEE 1,144 35 2 264 386 249 43 ) 18 135
TEXAS 6,419 226 64 1,905 227 2,892 545 108 175 229
uTAH 1,125 9 67 181 125 319 242 4" 6 113
VERMONT 1,870 116 n 1,048 110 91 124 37 22 10
VIRGINIA 1,511 3 2 77 23 191 380 24 51 517
WASHINGTON 2.077 56 17 702 153 209 630 m 121 59
WEST VIRGINIA 88y 37 5 405 126 129 1 66 18 85
WISCONSIN 1,186 k1] 4 142 127 2 778 7 ¢ 53
WYOMING 142 ) 0 0 49 24 69 ) ) 0
AVERICAN SAMOA 57 ° 1 47 ) 0 4 1 1 2
GUA 282 8 5 84 2 23 86 15 2 1
NORTHERN MARIANAS 421 0 193 70 2 22 51 62 6 4
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN I1SLANDS m 2 0 59 21 1 22 0 0 0
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS - - - - - - - - - -
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 180,764 23,796 9,236 61,571 37,738 16,613 16,086 6,325 2,772 5,932
%0 STATES, 0.C. & P.R, 179,893 23,786 9,037 61,311 37,673 16,567 15,923 6,247 2,763 5,915
DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988,
(SMACLIB(REPMIAIA))
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TABLE AA10

NMBER UF THILDREN SERVED UNOER EHA-B

BY AGE GROUP

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-88

AGE GROUP—

STATE 321 35 611 12~17 617 18-21

ALABAA 94,468 6,987 37,434 40,961 78,395 9,086
ALASKA 9,641 981 4,854 3,369 8,243 47
ARIZONA 52,725 2,745 26,011 21,521 47,532 2,448
ARKANSAS 43,655 2,534 12,462 19,801 39,263 1,858
CALIFORNIA 407,842 29,138 204,338 157,135 361,473 17,231
COLORADO 47,652 2,126 23,246 20,321 43,567 1,955
CONNECT ICUT 60,987 4,793 28,242 24,787 55,9 3,165
DELAWARE 10,973 822 5,411 4,215 9,626 525
DISTRICT OF COLWBIA 2,7%0 398 1,302 821 2,123 229
FLORIDA 185,972 10,407 99,705 69,382 169,687 - ¢,398
GEORGIA 90,031 4,981 45,145 36,768 51,013 3,137
HARALE 11,375 &2 5,357 5,068 10,425 329
1IDAHD 18,861 974 10,270 6,222 16,482 1,395
ILLINOIS 210,302 19,964 104,044 73,928 182,952 7,586
INDI ANA 95,830 5,046 5,615 34,889 990,504 3,285
100 35,998 5,072 25,460 22,533 40,013 2,913
KANSAS 49,607 2,855 21,999 14,674 36,673 1,279
KENTUCKY 73,221 6,861 36,519 26,814 63,333,027
LOUISIANA 64,399 5,162 20,439 25,132 85,571 3,657
MAINE 27,076 2,865 12,745 10,398 23,143 1,068
MARYLANG 83,156 6,150 41,107 35,696 76,803 5,203
MASSACHUSETTS 129,379 8,034 85,254 60,730  115,98¢ 5,361
MICHIGAN 140,841 12,268 68,620 60,438 129,058 7,515
MINNESOTA 82,476 8,934 37,648 32,754 70,402 3,142
HISSISSIPPI 57,631 4,854 26,940 23,083 50,023 2,754
MISSOUR 97,276 4,836 50,249 38,543 88,792 3,648
MONTANA 14,745 1,420 7,662 5,18 12,790 535
NEBRASKA 30,206 2,666 15,559 10,782 26,311 1,229
NEVADA 14,524 en 7,239 5,823 13,062 391
MW HAMPSHIRE 15,674 1,118 6,915 7,639 13,954 602
NEW JERSEY 167,285 13,085 84,125 63,068 147,193 6,967
HEW LEXICO 30,906 1,268 15,452 12,90 28,412 1,226
NEW YORK 244,294 3,265 100,818 124,074 224,892 16,137
NORTH CAROLINA 108,414 6,682 53,815 40,925 94,740 4,992
NORTH DAKDTA 11,83 1,021 6,040 4,248 10,280 535
OHI0 190,915 7,359 96,701 77,919 174,620 8,936
OKLAHOWA 62,639 5,388 32,678 22,506 55,184 2,067
OREGON 42,173 1,207 22,710 16,544 39,254 1,622
PENSYLVANIA 166,627 9,533 91,244 75,916 167,160 9,934
PUERTO RICO 36,613 2,887 12,52 17,161 29,723 4,003
RHODE ISLAND 18,974  1,3% 8,832 7,97 16,802 782
SOUTH CAROLINA 74,188 6,973 36,783 27,164 63,927 3,208
SOUTH DAKDTA 13,916 1,844 7,056 4,469 11,525 547
TENNESSEE 97,047 6,540 47,958 37,530 85,488 5,011
TEXAS 300,220 20,989 142,834 121,933 264,767 14,464
utAy 42,624 2,158 25,748 13,755 39,503 963
VERVONT 9,341 509 5,067 3,409 8,556 285
VIRGINIA 103,920 8,987 49,526 40,431 89,957 4,976
WASHINGTON 69,651 7,259 34,265 25,631 29,896 2,496
WST VIRGINIA 44,643 2,749 21,361 18,160 39,521 2,373
V/ISCORSIN 75,4 9,21 31,577 30,669 62,186 3,687
WYCMING 9,659 417 5,261 3,538 8,799 443
AERICAN SAOA 183 20 92 67 159 4
CuA4 1,511 13 474 894 1,278 120
HORTHERN MARIANAS 383 173 123 59 182 28
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - -
VIRGIN 'SLANDS 1,281 66 524 586 1,110 105
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 6,311 644 2,912 2,407 5,319 340
U.S. & INSUAR AREAS 4,235,263 289,455 2,050,329 1,696,640 3,748,969 197,835
58 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 4,225,504 267,443 2,046,204 1,694,717 3,740,921 197,230
DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988,
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TABLE AAll

NMMBER OF CHILDREN €~11 YEARS OLD SERVED UNOER tHA-B
Y HANDICAPPING CONDITION

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-1988

HARD OF MULTI- ORTHO-  OTHER VISUALLY
ALL LEARNING  SPEECH  MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING HAN(I- PEDICALLY HEALTH HANDI- DEAF-

STATE CONDITIONS DISABLED IMPAIRED RETARDED DOISTURBED & DEAF CAPPED (IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPED BLIND
ALABALA 37,434 9,491 16,183 8,153 2,28 349 444 224 214 129 4
ALASKA 4,854 2,467 1,833 183 152 46 121 65 56 1" [4
ARIZONA 26,011 12,153 9,440 1,964 1,208 n 495 285 52 143 0
ARKANSAS 19,462 8,574 6,225 4,021 196 153 14 3N 82 36 3
CALIFORNIA 204,338 102 511 73,637 8,952 3,611 2,969 2,362 2,927 6.202 1,108 59
COLORADO 23,246 10,790 6,552 926 3,125 Jo4 1,051 375 (] 120 3
CONNECTICUT 28,242 13,940 8,545 1,186 3,696 283 n 130 133 i2 6
DELAWARE 5,411 3,027 1,412 292 %88 29 36 6 17 4 [4
DISTRICT OF COLLMBIA 1,302 303 887 42 49 2 5 3 2 [} [4
FLORIDA 99,703 34,708 46,250 7,829 8,405 543 2 1,078 571 315 s
CEORGIA 45,145 19,531 17,013 8,676 7,826 423 0 360 114 160 2
HAWAL I 5,357 2,527 1,756 435 250 94 66 13 45 32 1
10AHO 10,270 5,496 3,021 1,180 199 143 1 123 82 -5 [
ILLINQIS 104,044 49,774 30,843 5,571 4,868 661 4 694 Jo1 285 6
INDIANA 55,615 14,212 32,439 6,434 1,491 381 226 252 18 167 15
10WA 25,480 8,991 8.7 4 4,321 2,016 321 258 514 [} 63 2
KANSAS 21,999 7,703 156 2,275 1,465 217 191 212 88 76 16
KENTUCKY 36,519 7,263 20,700 6,421 986 258 414 185 106 174 12
LOUTSIANA 29,439 7,491 15,374 3,471 1,23 470 286 3 581 161 2
VAINE 12,745 4,508 4,536 1,269 1,463 129 423 232 130 54 1
VARYLAND 41,107 16,743 18,883 1,874 1,018 42¢ 1,217 317 448 174 9
BASSACHUSETTS 55,254 20,414 12,400 11,603 7,625 €63 1,106 442 664 277 29
MICHIGAN 68,620 24,812 29,221 5,169 6,092 1,068 45 1,821 51 343 [4
MINNESOTA 37,648 16,468 12,418 4,180 2,925 61¢ 0 677 216 144 10
MISSISSIPPI 26,940 8,411 14,873 2,986 90 13 93 313 0 43 9
HISSORI 50,249 18,035 22,827 4,819 3,190 34 222 446 175 138 36
MOHTANA 7,682 3,508 3,167 474 197 n 104 72 54 29 6
NEBRASKA 15,554 3,53 6,725 1,723 818 188 198 340 [4 66 [}
MEVADA 7,239 3,738 2,380 39 382 7 161 67 17 ot 2
HEW HAWMPSHIRE 6,915 3,764 2,031 297 468 28 n 76 155 5 [4
MW JERSEY 84,125 31,305 44,778 1,363 3,168 483 2,609 266 12 4 [}
NEY MEXICO 15,452 5,759 6,877 803 1,203 144 294 261 43 59 3
W YORK 100,818 59,188 17,324 6,360 12,758 888 2,285 456 1,116 425 18
NORTH CAROLINA 53,815 18,683 21,178 8,008 3,273 617 4835 437 916 216 [4
NORTH DAKOTA 6,040 2,196 3,070 470 155 53 2 38 37 21 [4
CHIO 96,701 28,942 45,340 15,037 2,542 1,053 2,11 1,266 2 407 3
OKLAHOMA 32,678 11,335 15,152 4,522 468 258 ¢l 167 72 87 19
OREGON 22,710 10,975 9,844 581 667 97 2 233 272 29 1
PENNSYLVARIA 91,244 28,516 46,399 10,096 4,603 1,038 0 350 [4 441 1
PUERTO RICO 12,562 3,902 1,057 5,139 493 430 739 171 329 265 37
RHODE 1SLAND 8,832 5,314 2,506 338 423 64 2 81 58 28 [4
SOUTH CAROLINA 36,763 11,761 15,813 5,322 2,682 437 158 336 78 173 3
SQUTH DAKOTA 7,056 2,199 3,629 611 128 166 205 n 24 19 4
TENNESSEE 47,958 17,519 22,028 5,249 696 485 £66 27 533 358 6
TEXAS 142,834 67,720 51,518 8,555 7,326 499 1,408 1,496 3,384 723 5
UTAH 25,748 10,207 7,737 1,387 5,374 157 542 m 163 66 4
VERMONT 5,267 2,349 2,132 276 163 45 2 32 54 14 2
VIRGINIA 49,526 19,941 21,010 4,587 2,358 462 469 406 250 50 2
WASH I NGTON 34,265 15,144 11,100 3,048 1,626 668 556 477 1,337 104 7
ST VIRGINIA 21,381 7,11 9,801 3.292 807 143 [4 183 34 78 (]
WISCONSIN 31,577 438 19,855 1,123 2,889 77 8,572 234 79 85 5
WYOMING 5,20 34 2,209 24 144 82 2 88 135 27 1
AVERICAN SAMOA $ 2] 74 10 [4 8 2 [4 (] 0 [}
GUAM 474 203 17 143 14 [ [} 5 4 0 2
NORTHERN MARIANAS 123 64 19 4 2 [} 17 16 (] [} 3
TRUST TCXRITORIES - - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 524 148 147 173 21 13 " 2 1 8 2
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 2,912 1,421 1,045 184 82 20 116 16 13 1% [4

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 2,050,329 800,589 833,111 193,879 121,917 20,025 31,943 20,626 19,818 8,067 354

50 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 2,046,204 798,751 831,789 193,365 121,814 19,984 31,799 20.587 19,800 8,044 351

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1983.

(SMACLIB(REPMIAIA))
Q A-13
ERIC
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NAEER OF CHILDREN 12-17 YEARS OLD SERVED UNOER EHA-B

TABLE AA12

BY HANGICAPPING CONOITION

DURING SCHOCL YEAR 1887-1988
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287

286

HARDOF I TI- ORTHO- OTHER VISUALLY
ALL LEARNING  SPEECH  MENTALLY BMOTIOA 9.LY KEARING HANOI— PEDICALLY MHEALTH  HANDI=
STATE CONDITIONS DISABLED IMPAIRED RETARDED DISTURBED & DEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IMPAIRED CAPPED BLIND
ALABAMA 40,981 17,061 2,210 17,048 3,262 33 388 199 336 n
ALASKA 3,389 2,633 145 15 262 41 67 25 37 9
ARIZON/ 21,521 14,982 862 2,295 2,147 254 432 182 268 938
ARKZH 19,601 13,132 408 5,678 198 127 109 3t 77 43
CALIFORNIA 157,135 114,891 12,719 9,861 6,172 2,3%¢ 1,932 2,742 5,198 1,024
COLORADO 20,321 11,340 1,045 1,448 5,121 261 751 240 0 109
CONECT ICUT 24,787 14,270 1,072 1,769 6,944 234 252 82 168 14
DELANARE 4,215 2,879 85 29 882 3N 18 15 10 5
DISTRICT OF COLLMBIA 821 545 133 .3 59 13 2 3 Q 2
FLORIDA 69,382 37,921 7,373 9,934 11,113 473 [:] 725 1,567 262
GEORGIA 36,768 13,977 1,603 12,231 8,057 362 ? 253 133 152
HAWAL) 5,063 3,779 206 516 321 87 45 69 28 24
10AH0 8,222 4,30 204 1,153 262 83 9 76 98 24
1ILLINOIS 78,908 49,429 5,298 11,077 10,707 642 32 781 653 286
1NDIANA 34,889 20,398 2,223 9,148 2,325 254 177 167 12 17
10MA 22,583 12,223 648 4,993 3,767 304 222 333 0 61
KANSAS 14,674 8,420 537 2,783 2,418 137 98 127 ¢5 86
KENTUCKY 26,814 12,964 1,516 9,773 1,620 205 206 169 132 142
LOUISTARA 26,132 15,979 2,797 4,084 1,915 320 153 260 465 162
MAINE 10,398 5,427 638 1,338 2,692 98 bved 75 167 40
MARYLAND 33,698 24,7068 4,383 2,54 2,227 375 916 182 240 161
MASSACHUSETTS €2,730 22,440 13,665 12,753 8,380 728 1,218 485 730 303
MICHIGAN 60,438 36,568 3,407 6,593 11,043 1,028 4“ 1,393 27 340
MIRESOTA 32,754 18,104 1,538 5,149 6,821 87 Q 372 173 128
MISSISSIPPI 23,083 15,921 1,437 5,077 147 141 69 223 0 62
MISSOUR| 3,843 23,093 2,658 7,510 4,3¥8 286 139 266 84 97
MONTANA &,188 3,702 214 524 390 38 79 49 99 1"
NEBRASKA 10,752 6,133 570 2,546 1,397 159 129 264 9 54
NEVAJA 5,823 4,343 245 463 487 54 76 48 75 29
HNEW HAMPSHIRE 7,039 5,230 372 331 910 20 40 3N 78 7
NEW JERSEY 63,668 42,632 5,010 2,751 9,548 460 2,088 238 266 77
NES MEX100 12,960 7.247 2,330 923 1,648 154 210 167 36 36
NEW YORK 124,074 83,007 3,562 19,541 21,812 941 2,091 484 1,067 547
NCRTH CAROLINA 40,925 22,484 1,681 10,442 4,202 500 320 310 723 25
NORTH DAXOTA 4,240 2,794 333 713 287 41 [:] 27 3 14
CHID 77,919 41,459 3,584 23,794 4,489 781 1,428 2,006 0 389
OKLAHOMA 22,508 14,733 775 5,626 720 177 252 83 64 64
OREGON 16,544 12,481 1,211 754 1,379 102 -] 260 316 37
PENNSYLVANIA 75,916 43,631 5,007 16,798 3,641 1,033 [*) 318 0 487
PUERTO R100 17,161 5,010 253 9,529 445 446 879 183 N 283
RHOOE 1SLAND 7,970 6,300 261 463 740 70 15 47 LR R 22
SOUTH CAROLINA 27,164 13,161 1,201 8,458 3,330 342 73 301 45 152
SOUTH DAXOT” 4,489 2,973 191 716 325 79 96 24 52 1"
TENNESSEE 37,830 23,563 3,099 7,095 1,112 488 468 N 1,063 270
TEXAS 121,933 84,268 4,563 11,479 14,068 436 1,254 1,396 3,761 699
UTAH 13,758 6,785 358 1,418 4,476 108 363 75 117 51
VERWONT 3,489 2,263 474 285 332 39 4 kil 41 13
VIRGINIA 49,431 26,049 2,885 6,511 4,577 397 438 152 162 59
WASHINGTON 25,631 17,440 698 3,060 2,165 42 472 267 1,030 a4
WEST VIRGINIA 18,16¢ 11,194 752 4,441 1,448 109 Q 122 27 &7
WISCONSIN 30,609 13,907 1,323 2,975 6,273 94 5,742 153 73 67
WYGMING 3,838 2,%7 223 312 279 86 Q 4“ 66 18
AMERICAN SAMOA 67 Q 20 41 0 4 1 Q 0 0
GUAM 804 475 22 303 [ 0 Q 3 1 0
NORTHERN MARIANAS 59 33 3 9 -] 3 8 [:] 3 0
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 888 123 70 347 26 (] 1 2 4 7
BUR. OF 1RDIAN AFFAIRS 2,407 1,705 298 163 116 15 191 5 3 1
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 1,698,648 1,025,010 109,711 278,795 198,377 17,394 24,081 16,933 20,275 7.777
50 STATES, D.C. &£ P.R. 1,89+ 717 “2.674 109,285 277,932 198,235 17,366 23,970 16,923 20,264 7,769
DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988,
(SMACLIB(REPMIATA)) A-14
'3
Q »’«)-E} '
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TABLE AA13
NUMBER OF CHILDREN 18-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNCER EHA-B
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-1988
HARD OF MULTI= CRTHO- OTHER VISUALLY
ALL LEARNING  SPEECH  MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING HANDI=— PEDICALLY HEALTH  HANDI= DEAF=~
CONDITIONS DISABLED [IMPAIRED RETARDED OISTURBED & DEAF CAPPEN IMPAIRES IMPAIRED CAPPED BLIND
ALABAMA 9,086 3,161 124 4,919 493 67 122 67 12 19 2
ALASKA 417 281 3 66 22 12 41 4 7 1 Q
ARIZONA 2,448 1,165 35 752 165 3 21 40 34 15 [}
AKANSAS 1,858 1,863 15 725 10 15 14 4 10 2 "]
CALIFORNIA 17,231 8,422 732 4,714 714 420 859 604 569 139 36
OOLCRADO 1,959 985 26 333 382 48 128 41 Q 14 Q
CONNECTICUT 3,165 1,267 41 668 1,024 45 81 13 20 3 3
DELAWARE 525 347 5 72 95 2 3 "] "] 1 Q
DISTRICT OF COLWBIA 229 133 7 80 5 3 1 1 "] Q 2
FLORIDA 6,398 2,917 198 2,344 529 94 Q 128 151 33 7
GEORGIA 3,137 924 18 1,797 n 37 Q 37 6 7 e
. HAKAS | 329 155 1 15 21 12 8 1" 2 4 Q
10AHO 1,395 323 7 422 kil 12 168 130 292 10 [:]
ILLINOIS 7,386 3,596 188 2,312 1,173 L4 32 115 82 31 4
INDTANA . 3,289 1,707 87 1,290 118 a3 33 25 Q 12 z
10KA 2,913 1,139 19 1,234 284 27 119 76 Q 9 6
KANSAS ’ 1,279 580 10 482 13 16 2% 22 10 4 £
KENTUCKY 3,027 1,222 81 1,448 109 24 75 27 23 15 3
LOUISIANA 3,657 1,527 138 1,572 173 68 % 52 64 15 1
MAINE 1,088 490 18 310 138 20 59 4 27 2 [:]
MARYLAND 5,203 2,810 318 1,187 354 68 351 34 57 21 3
WASSACHUSETTS 5,361 1,647 155 1,781 1,078 133 230 97 85 155 Q
MICHIGAN 7,515 3,697 151 2,172 881 °58 101 277 29 49 Q
, MINNESOTA 3,142 1,167 21 1,403 444 39 "] 44 12 9 3
MISSISSIPPI 2,754 1,597 33 1,015 10 27 19 42 Q 10 1
MISSOUR! 3,644 1,861 90 1,277 269 34 27 64 7 13 6
MONTANA 515 349 1" 121 22 3 20 1 3 2 2
NEBRASKA 1,229 569 13 473 78 21 33 38 Q 4 Q
NEVADA 591 333 1" 134 27 10 60 4 6 4 9
NEW HAMPSHIRE 692 420 16 82 59 4 10 1 9 1 Q
NEW JERSEY 6,987 3,679 193 1,264 1,066t 183 524 80 44 19 Q
NEW MEXICO 1,226 557 124 356 94 22 41 32 4 1 1
NEW YORK 16,137 8,833 140 3,712 2,12 2082 662 87 214 67 6
R NORTH CAROL INA 4,992 2,226 38 2,193 221 53 74 67 104 16 Q
NORTH DAXOTA 535 287 4 21 14 6 Q 9 3 1 Q
CHIO 8,936 3,830 68 3,785 289 148 498 334 [:] 43 1
OKLAHOMA 2,067 1,160 18 763 38 28 49 9 5 5 1
ORECON 1,622 934 H 349 100 11 Q 160 99 5 2
PENNSYLVANIA 9,934 4,534 176 4,063 85 128 9 132 Q 50 1
PUERTO RICO 4,003 459 33 2,389 125 263 416 82 105 106 23
RHOOE, 1SLAND 782 478 4 191 61 18 10 6 . 5 1
SOUTH CAROLINA 3,208 964 36 1,884 165 34 28 65 14 14 4
SOUVH DAXOTA 547 344 4 134 30 8 17 2 7 1 Q
TENNESSEE 5,011 2,354 277 1,781 103 94 174 87 126 13 2
TEXAS 14,464 8,537 168 3,475 1,034 81 347 287 499 98 7
UTAH 963 283 7 320 159 6 159 9 17 3 Q
VERMONT 285 160 25 52 28 3 8 2 4 /4 1
VIRGINIA 4,976 2,307 102 1,957 370 55 115 3¢ 23 9 [:]
YASHINGTON 2,496 1,305 8 731 149 35 142 33 92 9 1
YEST VIRGINIA 2,373 1,204 1n 1,907 85 20 Q 25 9 4 Q
WISCONSIN 3,687 1,421 38 18 419 20 833 2 12 8 3
WYSMING 443 249 2 99 28 16 "] 12 16 1 1
AMERICAN SAMOA 4 Q "] 3 Q 1 "] Q Q Q "]
GUAM 129 67 Q % Q Q "] 1 2 Q [:]
NORTHERN MAREANAS 28 1" 5 5 Q 4 Q 1 Q 2 Q
TRUST TERRITCRIES - - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 105 3 5 79 8 7 1 Q 2 [:] ]
BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 348 212 k74 8 14 3 16 Q 1 2 0
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 197,835 92,338 4,682 67,043 16,598 2,905 7,022 3,525 3,000 1,088 136
% STATES, 0.C. & P.R. 197,238 92,043 4,049 66,838 16,676 2,890 7,005 3,523 2,935 1,084 136
DATA AS GF OCTOBER 1, 1088,
(SMACLIB(REPWIAIA))
A-15
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TABLE AA14
NUMBER OF CHILDREN €~21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-8
BY HANDICAPPING OONDITION
DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-1988
HARD OF MULTI=- ORTHO- OTHER VISUALLY

ALL LEARNING  SPEECH  MENTALLY EMOTIONALLY HEARING HANDI- PEDICALLY HEALTH  haoDl- DEAF—

STATE CONDITIONS DISABLED IMPAIRED RITARDED DISTURBED & DEAF CAPPED IMPAIRED IMPAIREL CAPPED BLIND

ALABANA 87,481 29,713 18,317 38,120 5,998 720 932 481 662 319 10
ALASKA 8,660 5,381 1,981 319 436 99 229 94 199 21 [}
ARIZONA 49,983 28,300 10,337 5,011 3,520 356 1,138 o7 354 257 0
ARKARSAS 41,12, 22,769 6,648 10,424 484 293 264 €6 169 81 3
CALIFORNIA 378,764 225,824 87,088 23,527 10,497 5,943 5,184 6,273 11,961 2,277 136
CULORADO 45,526 23,115 7,623 2,797 8,628 613 1,938 656 -] 243 1
CONECT ICUT 56,194 29,477 9,655 3,623 11,564 542 644 225 32y 29 n
" T DELAWARE 10,18 6,244 1,502 663 1,585 62 57 21 27 10 [}
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 2,352 $31 1,827 186 104 335 8 7 2 2 2
FLORIDA 175,483 75,546 53,818 20,107 20,047 1,110 [} 1,931 2,289 610 27
CEORGIA 85,6%0 25,452 18,634 22,774 16,194 822 [} 675 233 319 2
HAALL 19,754 6,452 1,963 1,688 592 193 119 an 75 60 3
10450 17,887 10,122 3,232 2,755 497 243 178 329 472 59 2
ILLIRDIS 190,538 93,799 56,324 18,960 16,748 1,338 165 1,598 1,036 €02 16
INDIANA 93,793 36,317 34,729 16,870 3,934 €38 433 444 30 358 33
IGA 50,926 22,353 9,639 10,548 6,967 652 599 923 [ 133 12
KANSAS 37,852 15,763 10,363 5,340 4,014 370 3 361 164 166 18
KENTUCKY 66,360 21,449 22,297 17,842 2,715 487 775 381 261 N 23
LOUISIANA 59,228 28,9688 18,306 S,127 3,319 858 489 684 1,110 338 9
MATHE 28,211 19,425 5,198 3,117 3,693 247 804 n 324 96 4
MAKYLAIO 82,006 44,239 23,384 5,565 3,599 867 2,484 533 745 356 14
MASSACHUSETTS 121,345 44,591 26,251 26,137 17,683 1,524 2,551 1,024 1473 3% 60
MICHIGAN 136,573 65,075 32,779 13,934 18,016 2.249 198 3,491 107 732 [
MINNESOTA 73,544 35,739 13,975 10,732 10,19" 1,116 [} 1,093 +01 281 17
NISSISSIPPI 52,7177 25,929 16,343 9,078 247 299 181 583 [} 115 2
MISSOURI 92,440 43,809 28,575 13,60¢ 7,857 663 388 776 266 248 54
MONTANA . 13,328 7,559 3,304 1,119 609 13 203 122 156 42 8
HEBRASKA 27,548 12,203 7,388 4,242 2,293 368 360 642 [} 124 [
NEVADA 13,653 8,414 2,636 $87 896 134 297 119 o8 67 5
HEW HAMPSHIRE 14,556 9,414 2,439 739 1,437 52 121 108 242 13 L)
NEW JERSEY 154,168 77,616 49,981 5,378 3,777 1,046 5,221 582 422 137 [
HEW LEXICO 29,638 13,563 9,331 2,078 2,947 329 545 469 83 96 13
NEX YORK 241,829 151,130 21,026 20,613 36,682 2,631 £,038 1,027 2,397 1,839 46
NOF:¢H CAROLINA 99,732 43,393 22,817 20,643 7,788 1,176 879 814 1,743 48% 2
NO" ' pAKOTA 18.315 5,277 3,407 384 456 109 [ 74 n - -]
CHlo 183,535 74,231 49,012 42,536 7.329 1,982 4,03, 3,30 8 830 5
OKLAHOMA 57,25 21,7228 15,945 10,911 1,226 463 859 262 14 156 29
OREGON 49,876 24,391 11,686 1,684 2,145 219 [} 683 678 n 7
PENNSYLVANIA 177,094 76,481 51,582 30,957 14,094 2,199 0 8vg [} 978 3
PUERTO RICO 33,726 9,3N1 1,345 17,657 1,063 1,139 1,834 436 725 635€ 100
RHOOE ISLAND 17,584 12,092 2,771 930 1,224 152 47 134 177 33 2
SOUTH CAROLINA 67,1335 25,886 17,850 15,764 6,177 813 259 702 137 339 ]
SOUTH RAKOTA 12,072 5,516 3,824 1,461 483 283 318 97 83 3 6
TENNESSEE 98,499 43,436 25,404 14,116 1,911 1,667 1,308 885 i.722 641 9
TEXAS 279,231 168,525 56,189 23,509 22,428 1,016 3,889 3,379 7,635 1,52¢ 21
[1175,] 49,466 17,275 8,102 3,123 10,009 271 1,064 195 297 120 8
VERMONT 8,841 4,774 2,631 613 523 87 12 63 99 29 8
VIRGINIA 94,933 48,297 23,197 13,635 7,383 914 1,013 596 435 118 3
WASHINGTON 62,352 33,889 11,806 6,839 3,931 1,113 1,170 m 2,659 197 1
WEST VIRGINIA 41,894 19,509 10,572 8,650 2,340 274 2 330 70 149 2
WISCONSIN 65,873 22,986 12,216 5,684 9,381 191 15,152 409 164 160 19
WICMING 9,242 5,099 2,435 652 451 184 [ 144 27 46 3
AERICAN SADA 163 9 94 54 -] 13 1 [} [} -] 1
GUAY 1,398 747 139 498 [ [ [} 9 7 [} [}
NORTHERN MAHIARAS 218 168 27 i8 0 7 17 3 2 3
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,215 274 22z 599 53 2 13 4 7 15 [}
BUR. OF {HDIAN AFFAIRS 5,667 3,338 1,375 415 212 38 233 21 17 13 [}

U.S» & INSULAR AREAS 3,946,804 1,917,035 946,904 539,717 336,992 49,524 63,046 41,084 43,093 16,932 777

53 STATES, 0.C. & P.R. 3,928,151 1,913,468 945,047 838,135 336,72 42,240 62,774 41,833 43,089 16.897 773

DATA AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1988,

(SMACL IB(REPMIATA)Y) k
A-16
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TABLE AA1S

NMSER OF CHILDREN SERVID UNVOER EHA-B
BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION ANG AGE YEAR

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-58

HANOICAPPING 3 YEARS 4 YEARS 5 YEARS 6 YEARS 7 YEARS B8 YEARS 9 YEARS 10 YEARS 11 YEARS 12 YEARS 13 YEARS 14 YEARS

CONDITION . oo oo ow o oW oW oL oLo oLo oLo oL
MENTALLY RETARDED - - - 15,892 26,492 33,459 36,317 39,451 40,028 41,852 43,827 46,590
SPEECH IMPAIRED - - - 195,754 203,631 170,250 123,132 86,301 54,063 35.737 24,246 17.622
VISUALLY FANDICAPZED - - - 1,038 1,367 1,424 1,465 1,404 1,377 1,435 1,293 1,269
BOTIONALLY OISTURBED - - - 7731 13,825 19,478 23,764 27,801 29,318 31.162 33,915 36,135
ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED - - - 3,707 3,89 3,655 3,335 3,168 2,82 2,779 2,782 2,685
OTHER HEALTH APAIRED - - - 2,698 3,501 3,587 3,459 3.376 3.187 3.023 3,215 514
LEARNING DISABLED - - - 32,008 77,648 133,938 170,930 193,486 192,589 192.321 189.066 181.593
DEAF-BLIND - - - 48 72 70 67 56 4 68 « 35

MULT THAND I CAPPED - -
HARD OF HEARING & DEAF - -

5,137 5,639 5,776 5,475 5,215 4.701 4.378 4,300 4,030
Z 501 J,489 3,619 3,454 3,423 3,28 3N 3,048 3.852

ALL CONDITIONS 36,501 71,918 179, 4 269,883 3J9,484 375,265 371,418 363,681 331,394 315,886 365,680 296.527
HAXDICAPPING 15 YEARS 16 YEARS 17 YEARS 18 YEARS 19 YEARS 20 YEARS 21 YEARS
CoDITION ow (8] OLD o o ow ow
MENVALLY RETARDED 49,348 20,573 46,605 34,186 17,8538 2,915 5,884
SPEECH 1WPAIRED 13,268 10.629 8,209 2,677 936 22 147
VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 1,300 .289 1,191 668 215 110 5]
BOTIORALLY DISTUREED 37,467 34,186 25,592 11,354 3.452 1,396 586
ORTHOPEDICALLY IMPAIRED 2,83y 3,856 2,800 1,776 895 540 314
OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRED 3,782 3. 719 3,022 1,585 742 431 392
LEARNING DISAZLED 172,992 158,784 133,312 69,924 17,514 3,835 1,863
OEAF-BLIND 47 44 45 41 36 27 32
WULT THANDICAPPED 3,927 3,844 3,602 2,684 1,877 1,458 1,083
HARD OF HEARING & DEAF 2,822 2,789 2.552 1,738 729 276 162
ALL CORDITIONS 287.784 268.833 223,038 126,333 43,484 18,249 9,5%8

DA™ . AS OF OCTOBER 1, 1908

SMALL I B(REPM10C)
A-17
ERIC 265
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PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

TABLE AA16

RMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED WNODER EHA-B

BY AGE YEAR

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-38

ALL JONDITIONS
3 YEARS 4 YEARS 5 YEARS 6 YEARS 7 YEARS 8 YEARS 9 YEARS 10 YEARS 11 YEARS
STATE ow o o o ow oW oLo oLo oLo

ALABAMA 358 m 5,852 4,383 6,039 6,618 6,708 7.086 6.620
ALASKA 249 294 438 704 839 904 922 796 639
ARIZONA 327 691 1,784 2,936 4,145 4,874 4.913 4.770 4.373
ARKANSAS 223 645 1,666 2,491 2.985 3,186 3,498 3.640 3.662
CALI"ORNIA 5,109 8,413 15,625 21,622 31,494 37,619 38.667 38,904 36.032
COLORADO 286 685 1,235 2,268 3,338 4,292 4,581 4,620 4,207
CONECTICUT 774 1,597 2,42 3,273 4,38% $.264 5,287 5.192 4.837
DELANARE 36 186 60 840 99 1,034 929 827 782
DISTRICT OF COLUBIA 24 13 248 248 287 242 213 178 136
FLORIOA 814 1,927 7,748 12,283 15,426 18,239 18,916 18.629 16,142
GECRGIA 293 474 4,288 5,564 7.317 7,8% 8.176 8,249 7.583
HAMALL 107 195 319 547 79 949 1,606 1.040 +.017
1DAHO 2 189 783 1,332 1,859 2,062 1,840 1,736 1,433
ILLINDIS 2,477 5,689 12,407 17,856 19,823 18,667 17,682 15,401 14,603
TROTANA 57 143 4,849 8,559 10,522 10,836 9,427 8.5%4 7,547
100 951 1,617 2,504 3,823 3,A02 4,913 4,852 4,659 4,141
KANSAS 388 573 1,974 2,561 4, 4,912 3,929 3,478 3,095
KENTUCKY 330 9e9 5,622 6,632 7,029 6,424 5,869 5,510 5,035
LOUISTANA 824 1,694 2,844 4,517 4,931 5,117 4,958 5,134 4,782
MAINE 660 1,103 1,104 1,552 2,027 2,368 2,425 2,345 2,029
MARTUAND 1.141 1,890 3,119 4,566 5,959 7.2%6 7,645 8.249 7,401
MASSACHUSET TS 1,445 2,892 3,657 9,881 9,578 9,312 9,509 9.243 7.1
MICHIGAN 2,108 3,843 6.317 8,265 10,668 12,757 12,934 12.692 11,304
MIRESOTA 1,613 3,485 3,836 4,586 5,777 7.8tc 7.342 6.757 6,104
MISSISSIPPI 234 656 3,994 4,638 4,954 4,702 4,364 4,349 3,933
£ SSOURT 446 $38 3,432 6,521 8,414 9,238 9.197 8.92¢ 7,882
MONTANA 215 324 881 1.183 1,516 1,359 1.25 1,129 1,045
NEBRASKA 469 785 1,412 2,064 2,834 3.042 2.832 2,603 2,184
HEVADA 141 179 5 747 1,881 1,340 1,420 1,445 1,226
NEW HAPSHIRE ALl 329 483 638 997 1,218 1,357 1,430 1.285
NEW JERSEY 1,36 2,177 9,612 14,663 15,901 14,953 13,688 12,972 11.943
HEW LEXICO 254 382 632 1,420 2,314 2,853 3,102 3,065 2,698
N YORK 69 178 3,828 7,855 12,3% 16,522 20,188 21,493 22,550
NZRTH CAROL INA 54 1,973 4,933 8,035 9,144 9,841 9,493 9.222 8.281
NORTH DAXOTA 94 338 997 947 1,827 1,133 1,046 998 889
OHI 223 838 6,600 12,163 16,694 18,849 17,787 1€ .6 14,342
CKLAHMA 582 1,258 3,556 5,261 6,0e9 5,855 5.636 5.289 4.637
OREGOH 131 291 985 1,959 3,400 4,598 4.575 4,275 3.812
PENNSYT  ANIA 1,283 2,485 5,785 10,252 14,780 17,90 17,260 16,521 14,531
PUERTO RICO 363 946 $,633 824 1,485 2,024 2,461 2.847 2.941
RHODE 1SLANO 23 480 687 1,822 1,356 1,683 1,607 1,709 1,449
SCUTH CAROLIMA 620 1,747 »,5605 %2.712 6,761 6.625 6,310 5,952 5.403
SOUTH DAXOTA 268 513 1,063 1,335 1,430 1,374 1,884 1,015 818
TERNESS™ 150 1.353 §,08C 7,767 8,599 8,956 7,996 7T.873 6,767
TEXAS 2.%1 5.897 12,531 19,047 24,033 25,568 25,178 25,132 23.876
UTAH 294 462 1,482 3,331 5,135 5,168 4,327 4.209 3.578
VERMONT 91 131 278 562 849 1,882 965 833 799
VIRGINIA 1.642 2,62% 4,718 6,757 8,274 8.897 3,730 8.868 8.002
YASHINGTON 1,379 2.334 3.946 4,837 5,482 6,857 6,458 6,160 5.291
WEST VIRGINIA 36 517 1,976 2,530 3.5%¢ 3,957 3,803 3.687 3,430
WISONSIN 1,601 3,138 4,534 4,887 5,376 5,541 5,483 5.380 4,990
WYCMING 37 69 329 683 983 1,065 963 829 755
AMERICAN SAMOA 10 (] 4 14 1n 12 14 24 17
GUAM 14 &0 49 3% % 66 £S5 107 110
NORTHERH MARiIZNAS [} 9 [} 31 10 17 30 16 19
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN 1SLANDS 16 27 23 49 %0 74 107 130 15
BUR. OF INDJAN AFFAIRS 116 307 21 359 443 833 454 518 363
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 35,501 71,918 179,874 269,686 339,404 375,266 371.418 363.681 331,394
58 STATES, D.L. & P.R. 36,345 71,528 179,577 268,569 333,918 374,564 370,697 362,886 330.570

—
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TABLE AA16

NMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER EHA-F
BY AGE YEAR

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-38

ALL CONDITIONS
12 YEARS 13 YEAS 14 YEARS 15 YEARS 16 YEARS 17 YEARS 19 YEARS 19 YEARS 20 YEARS
STATE oo oL oL oL oLD oL OoLo oLo oLo
ALASAMA 6,848 6,952 6,847 7.12% 6,508 6,283 4,373 2,499 1,418
ALASKA 574 €10 562 621 531 N 283 70 43
ARIZONA 4,063 4,144 3,735 3,635 3,146 2,798 1,496 532 267
ARKANSAS 3,624 3,573 3,573 3.477 3,088 2.466 1,429 362 76
CALIFORNIA 32,897 29,792 26,928 25,133 22,335 20,050 10,402 3,434 1,862
OOLORADO 4,149 3,754 3,541 3,370 3.0e7 2,560 1,446 397 99
CONECTICUT 4,494 4,423 4,191 4,199 3,864 3,616 2,027 610 367
DELAWARE 744 765 670 658 695 643 352 13 b-]
DISTRICY OF COLWMBIA 137 137 122 114 154 157 185 51 26
FURIDA 14,909 13,853 12,528 14,131 9,516 7,448 4,274 1.427 493
“ORGIA 7.413 7.102 6,889 6,336 5,248 3,862 2,128 674 244
WAl 9373 929 864 783 c14 720 252 64 13
10440 1,257 1,148 1,127 1,057 865 776 381 345 270
ILLINOIS 13,968 13,661 13,790 14,079 13,228 10,242 5,396 1,516 544
INDIANA 6,977 6,554 5,993 5,910 5,150 4,385 2,563 606 89
100A 4,099 4,02% 3,820 3,683 3,623 3,178 2,019 638 199
KANSAS 2,798 2,551 2,563 2,381 2,392 1,979 961 209 95
KENTUCKY 5,043 4,797 4,694 4,738 4171 z.3n 221 644 207
LOUISIANA 4,760 4,684 4,855 4,545 3,935 3.3% 2,07% 879 372
MAINE 1,988 1.868 1,922 1,759 1,627 1,251 787 235 45
MARTLAND 6,942 6,574 6,148 5,842 5,479 1 2.841 1.224 716
MASSACHUSETTS 6,855 9,546 11,033 11,635 11,463 19,177 3,685 1.030 395
MIL{IGAN 10,981 10,704 10,519 10,132 10,015 8,e87 4,647 1,350 499
MINKESOTA 5,687 5,457 5,717 5,618 5,527 4,748 2,130 668 316
MISSISSIPPI 3,949 3,993 4,009 3,957 3,917 3,267 1,929 638 170
MISSCURI 7.710 7 149 6,767 6,530 5,833 4,504 2,585 766 251
MOHTANA 961 929 865 876 826 651 8¢ 184 30
NEBRASKA 2,149 1,823 1,629 1,749 1,699 1,57 844 261 124
NEYADA 1,160 1,862 1,839 978 871 400 12 38
KEW HAMPSHIRE 1,381 1,293 1,22y 1,216 1,152 m 457 119 26
NEW JERSEY 1,389 11,058 10,818 10,048 10,239 8,885 4,663 1,471 611
KEW MEXICO 2,564 2,516 2,265 2,188 1,880 1,627 837 254 98
NEW YORK 22,186 27,760 21,772 21,77 20,745 *5,833 9,580 4,166 1,998
NORTH CAROLINA 7,905 7.53% 7.472 7.622 5,917 9,074 3,345 1,179 382
NCRTH DAXDTA 888 763 699 685 635 556 355 122 46
CHID 13,991 13,310 12,960 13,074 13,170 11,414 6,743 1,636 387
OKUAHCMA 4,257 4,102 3.87% 3,672 3,478 3.126 1,628 340 69
OREGON 3,466 3,218 2,823 7.647 2,437 1,953 1,034 o3 160
PERNSYLVANIA 13,645 13,215 12,706 12,843 12,703 12,803 6.554 2,184 933
PUERTO RICO 3,019 3,174 3.215 2,978 2,602 2.173 1,533 1,107 767
RHOOE  I1SLAND 1,379 1,403 1,375 1,439 1,309 1,063 529 164 79
SOUTH CAROLINA 5,040 5,096 4,910 4,643 4,235 3,249 1,948 800 N7z
SOUTH DAXDTA 819 767 734 763 785 601 396 m 2C
TENNESSEE 6,827 6,431 6,658 6,368 6.287 4,959 3,067 1,239 457
TEXAS 23,320 22,3712 21,613 20,3 19,00t 15,266 9,052 3,377 1.151
UTaH 2,939 2,597 2,489 2,18 1,948 1,619 626 164 109
VERONT 744 629 625 573 514 410 213 49 4
VIRGINIA 7,550 7.417 7.174 6,717 6,438 5,135 3,126 1,116 474
WASHINGTON 4,835 4,600 4,31 4,191 4,121 3,573 1,753 484 253
YEST VIRGINIA 3,217 3.217 3,284 3.216 2,8%% 2.3n 1,518 530 20
YISCONSIN 5,057 5,219 5,154 5,224 5,251 4,704 2,508 752 355
WIGKING 653 561 585 %87 529 492 279 18 38
AERICAN SAMOA 7 3 8 19 20 10 < [} L
GUAM 123 123 1% 134 187 17 88 29 1
NCRTHERN MARIANAS 29 16 3 1 -] 10 4 20 4
TRUST TERRITORIES - - - - - - - - -
VIRGIN JSLANDS 128 123 82 106 91 56 42 43 16
BUR. OF INOIAN AFFAIRS 489 468 473 412 31 264 180 94 53
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 315,886 305,682 296,527 287,784 268,833 223,930 126,553 43,484 18,240
30 STATES, 0.C. & P.R. 315,110 304,947 295,011 287,i12 268,264 223,473 126,235 43,298 18,166
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TABLE AA16

NMBER OF CHIiLDREN SERVED UNDER EHA-
BY AGE YEAR

DURING SCHOOL YEAR 1987-88

ALL CONDITIONS
21 YEARS
STATE oLo
ALABAMA 736
ALASKA 21
ARIZONA 153
ARKANSAS 0
CALIFORNIA 1,533
COLORADO 17
CORECTICUT 161
DELAWARE 7
DISTRICT OF COLIMBIA 47
FLORIDA 204
CEGRGIA 91
HAWAL 0
10AHO 190
ILLINOIS 130
INDIANA 3
107A 57
KANSAS 14
KENTUCKY 55
LOUISIANA 328
MAILE 1
MARYLAND 422
} ASSACHUSETTS 251
MICHIGAN 983
MINNESOTA 28
MISSISSIPPI 17
MISSOLRI 46
MONTANA 12
NEBRASKA 0
NEVADA 41
NEW HAVPSHIRE 0
NEW JERSEY 220
NEW LEXICO 37
NEY YORK 483
NORTH CAROLINA 86
NORTH DAXOTA 9
oHl0 170
OKLAFMA 30
OREGON 125
PERNSYLVANIA 266
PUERTO RICD 536
RHODE ISLAYD 10
SOUTH CAROLINA 143
SOUTH DAXOTA 12
TENVSSEE 248
TEXAS 884
UTAH 84
VERSHT 19
VIRGINIA 260
WASHINGTON 6
¢ YWEST VIRGINIA 105
WISCONSIN 80
WYOUING 8
AVERICAN SAMOA )
GUAM 2
NCRTHERN MARIANAS 0
TRUST TERRITCRIES -
, VIRGIN {SLANDS 4
' BUR. OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 21

U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 9.558
58 STATES, D.C. & P.R. 9.531

_—
DATA A3 OF OCTOBER 1, 1988

SUACLIB(REPM16D)

A-20 2ty

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

| ERIC




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE AA17

HRMBEP. AND CHANGE IN MMEBER OF CHILDREN SERVED UNDER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (SOP) AND EHA-B

ALL CONDITIONS

PERCENT CHANGE

+——NUBER SERVED————+ +CHANGE IN NUMBER SERVED+ +—IN NUMBER SERVED—+

1976-77 - 1986-87 - 1976-77 - 198587 —
STATE 1976-77 1586-87 1987-88 1987-88 1987-88 1987-88 1987-88
ALABAMA 53,987 91,23 93,130 41,143 3,899 76.2 4.3
ALASKA 9,597 12,211 12,845 3,248 634 33.8 5.2
ARIZONA 43,045 53,219 54,018 10,973 799 25.5 1.5
ARKARSAS 28,4907 49,222 47,831 18,544 =1,19 65.1 2.5
CALIFORNIA 332,291 391,217 410,175 77,884 18,958 23.4 4.8
COLORADO 47,943 49,515 52,042 4,999 2,527 8.5 5.1
CONNECTICUT 62,085 64,758 64,441 2,3% ~317 3.8 -9.5
DELAWARE 14,307 15,275 14,623 316 —£52 2.2 -4.3
DISTRICT OF COLWBIA 9,261 7.114 7,161 2,109 47 -22.7 9.7
FLGRIDA 17,257 181,651 194,200 76,943 12,549 65.6 6.9
GEORGIA 83,209 93,229 92,957 7,748 =272 9.1 -3.3
HAWALL 10,544 11,658 11,835 1,29 177 12.2 1.5
1DAHO 14,573 18,648 19,136 4,563 496 31.3 2.7
I IS 229,797 249,169 250,704 20,907 2,533 9.% 1.0
1 ] FONH 87,644 105,978 107,682 20,838 1,704 2.9 1.6
100 51,635 56,265 58,415 5,360 210 10.5 0.4
KANSAS 37,623 42,373 42,930 5,307 357 14.1 1.9
KENTWCKY 57,657 3. M 76,573 19,516 2,862 34.2 3.¢
LOUISIANA 86,989 73,832 68,782  -18,207 5,070 ~20.9 ~6.9
MAINE 23,701 26,841 28,793 4,492 1,352 19.0 5.0
MARYLAND 84,184 99,294 89,892 5,763 —462 6.8 -9.4
MASSACHUSETTS 131,992 143,636 145,681 13,689 2,045 10.4 1.4
MICHIGAH 153,113 161,445 161,128 8,015 -318 5.2 -9.2
MIRNESOTA 72,136 82,407 82,97 10,831 $60 15.0 9.7
MISSISSIPPI 29,219 55,683 58,589 29,370 2,906 160.5 5.2
MISSOURI 94,387 99,692 99,721 5,334 29 5.7 9.0
MONTANA 8,610 15,369 15,343 6,733 ~26 78.2 -9.2
HEBRASKA 25,270 38,171 30,4%0 5,1E0 279 20.5 e.9
NEVADA 11,133 14,743 15,122 3,589 379 35.8 2.6
NEW HAWPSHIRE 9,916 16,323 16,755 6,839 432 69.9 2.6
NEW JERSEY 145,077 172,018 172,829 27,752 8N 19.1 0.5
' 1EXICO 15,149 29,816 31,265 16,116 1,449 186.4 4.9
ORK 240,250 292,981 288,363 49,113 -4,618 2%.0 -1.6
v ... CAROLINA 98,035 109,214 189,276 11,241 62 1.5 9.1
NORTH DAKOTA 8,976 12,279 12,483 3,%87 204 39.1 1.7
GH10 168,314 199.211 198,240 29,926 -7 17.8 -9.5
OKLAHOMA 44,181 65,285 63,733 19,554 -1,5%0 44.3 -2.4
OREGON 37,258 47,407 49,362 11,124 893 29.9 1.9
PEIRNSYLVANIA 206,792 203,238 208,518 1,726 5,260 0.8 2.6
PUERTO RICO 11,208 39,858 37,694 26,494 -2,164 236.6 5.4
RHODE §SLAND 15,971 19,527 19,535 3,884 328 2.3 1.7
SOUTH CAROLINA 72,357 73,299 74,968 2,61 1,6A9 3.6 2.3
SOUTH DAKOTA 9,936 14,03¢ 13,420 4,404 386 43.1 -
TENNESSEE 99,251 96,433 98,289 -962 1,856 -1.0
TEXAS 233,552 301,222 311,459 77,907 10,237 33.4
UTAH 37,204 42,81 44,824 7,620 2,013 20.5 s
VERMONT 6,382 11,483 1,938 5,540 525 86.9 4.6
VIRGINIA 77,616 183,727 185,641 28,025 1,914 36.1 1.8
WASHINGTON 57,705 70,282 73,613 15,908 3,331 27.6 4.7
WEST VIRGLIA 39,135 47,356 46,422 16,287 -1,134 54.0 ~2.4
WISCONSIN 58,019 76,067 77,968 19,949 1,991 34.4 2.5
WYOMING 7.261 10,893 10,894 3,633 1 5.0 0.9
AERICAN SAMOA 139 178 240 189 70 73.4 39.3
GUAM 2,597 1,852 1,883 ~714 3 =27.5 1.7
NORTHERN MARIANAS - 585 804 - 219 - 37.4
TRUST TLRRITORIES 1,12¢ - - - - - -
VIRGIN ISLANDS 1,712 124 1,445 -267 1,321 ~12.6 1,625.3
BUR. OF JNOIAN AFFAIRS - 5,368 6,311 - 945 - 17.6
U.S. & INSULAR AREAS 3,708,601 4,421,601 4,494,280 785,679 72,679 21.2 1.6
58 STATES, 0.C. & P.R. 3,703,033 4,413,496 4,483,589 780,5%6 70,083 211 1.6

THE FIGURES REPRESENT CH*1.DREN 0-20 YEARS OLD SERVED UMOER CHAPTER 1 OF ECIA (soP)

AND CHILDREN 3-21 YEARS OLD SERVED UNDER EHA-B.

DATA AS OF OCTO6ER 1, 1988.
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